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I am very grateful to Swami Lokeswarananda who made my 
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"rewarding. 

To Arindam Chakrabarti special thanks are due for not only 
his help and comments but also his abiding interest in this book. 
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and Sri Prabal Kumar Sen for their ungrudging help in seeing 
this book through the press. Without the help from the last it 
would have been impossible to publish this book. 
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INTRODUCTION 
INDIAN PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION 


"Indian Philosophy of Religion'—the main title of my Step- 
hanos lectures—can also be rephrased as ‘Philosophy of Indian 
Religions’. What I have tried to do in the course of these lec- 
tures is to develop an impressionistic outline of a sub-discipline 
‘philosophy of Indian religions’ in the way I often envision it 
myself. Each philosopher is entitled to defend his approach or 
views. In such an attempt, it is not necessary for him to prove 
that all other approaches are wrong or misdirected, but rather 
to give enough reason to show why a particular approach appeals 
to his mind rationally, to his aesthetic sense as well as to his 
sense of propriety. This situation is as much true in the case 
of philosophies as it is in the case of religions. 

Existence of different and divergent religious faiths is an 
undeniable fact and it is scandalous to claim that one religion 
is superior to all others. Such claims usually degenerate into 
quarrels expressed as “My God is better than yours”, which is 
only a caricature of the children’s quarrel “My dog is better 
than yours”. Therefore, in order to expand, explain and defend 
one’s religious faith, one need not prove that all other religions 
are false or bad or both. But one can certainly give enough rea- 
son to show why a particular religion appeals to him aestheti- 
cally and rationally as well as to his sense of propriety. And in 
this matter, I wish to include even scepticism as a religion, for 
there are and always have been many sceptics and agnostics in 
our midst, and they may try to explain why scepticism rather 
than any particular faith appeals to them. 

There does not exist, as far as I know, a well-defined dis- 
cipline today called “Indian Philosophy of Religion”. And I 
think that a beginning should be made. India is the original 
home for at least three or four world religions, Hinduism, Bud- 
dhism, Jainism and Sikhism. She also houses today many other 
world religions. Islam is the most prominent one, and besides, 
there have been Christians and Jews in India from very ancient 
times. If knowing a lot of science is helpful for developing a. 


philosophy of science, knowing a lot of religions should be con- 
sidered helpful in developing a philosophy of religion. 

There are many ways of doing philosophy of religion as 
there are many ways of doing philosophy in general. I started 
these lectures by saying that ancient Indian culture not only ad- 
mitted boldly, but also accommodated, the variety of human 
nature, variety of tastes, views, approaches etc. I wish to assert 
that there are many ways of which some appeal to me more than 
others, but for this reason I need not, and should not, claim even 
a fanciful superiority of one over the others. 

The philosophy of religion, I wish to develop, should recog- 
nise this manifoldness of the human mind, this variety of equally 
"viable views, even ‘manysidedness of the total truth’ (if I am 
allowed to borrow a term from the Jainas). At this stage, my 
imaginary friend, who always disagrees with me, will whisper, 
“Well, truth is one and absolute. Hence if you allow relativism 
of this sort, you have not seen the truth. Whether in metaphy- 
sics or in religion only one of them captures this truth." Before 
I answer my friend, I wish to introduce another topic. The res- 
pected, honourable donor of these Stephanos lectures wanted to 
see that the title of each lecture series should weave around a 
common theme, that of showing that some fundamental truth is 
captured by different religious traditions of this world. 

If we can discover the deep structure, so to say, of each 
great religious tradition, an awareness of the fundamental unity 
of man may emerge out of this discovery, which would be ex- 
tremely valuable today, in fact, priceless in a world where we have 
frequent cases of Moradabad, Middle-East, and Northern Ireland. 
By a strange coincidence, the intention of the donor for the 
Spalding Chair at Oxford was also similar. Mr. Spalding de- 
fined this as “the aim of bringing together the world’s great 
religions in closer understanding, harmony and friendship." 

Professor R. Zaehner, the second occupant of the chair, 
commented that such a procedure is commendable in a states- 
man, but how can a professor or a lecturer fulfil this purpose ? 
Besides, to many intellectuals and academics, the study of com- 
parative religion projects the image of an unserious generalizer 
who is only too eager to say all religions are same. But the 
matter is not so simple. Zaehner, 16 years later, softened his 
position and thought that study of comparative religion can aim 
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at creating a symphony of faiths (Gifford Lectures). This image 
is more appropriate and helpful, for it accounts for the distinct- 
ness and individual value of each religious tradition (just as a 
flute is different from a violin or a cello) but it can be made to 
tune in with the intended symphony. Dr. Radhakrishnan, our 
late President, thought that if we can emphasize the Vedantic 
spirituality of man (for, he believed, such a spirituality is con- 
tained in each religion) we can bring about the desired harmony. 
While I do not undervalue these two approaches, I wish to add 
that my approach to the problem is different. When I have 
explained this difference, I would be able to account for both, 
how my lectures here have been relevant to the theme of the 
Stephanos, and how my general academic activity is relevant to 
the duties of the Spalding Chair. 

I consider myself a philosopher in the modern sense. 
Socrates said in his apology, “The unexamined life is not worth 
living". Sanskrit philosophers say, yuktisiddham vaco grahyam.; 
] wish to say, ^No unexamined religion is worth practising or 
worth studying". Hence I have taken an intellectual approach 
to the study of religion, a philosophical approach, which ex- 
plains the title of these lectures. 

An old Chinese (or Buddhist) proverb says, “You cannot 
see the forest because of the trees or trees because of the forest". 
Similarly, it may be said, if the eight different lecture-topics are 
trees, how can we see the forest for the trees are blocking the 
vision ? Where is the philosophy of religion in the midst of 
these disparate topics? Perhaps I shall cut some branches to 
make the forest visible. 

My first topic started with the most common theme of all 
Indian religions, Hinduism, Buddhism and Jainism (perhaps, 
Sikhism) : Duhkha. I explained it as underlining the un- 
desirability or non-finality of the worldly life for persons 
who strive to discover a higher, better, greater and transcen- 
dent truth beyond all this. This explains the predominance of 
religiousity in many men. I have also underlined two 
points in that lecture. Indian traditional wisdom admits a 
variety of human minds, and consequently a variety of paths. 
If somehow the underlying principle of this attitude can be 
captured, intellectually explained and propagated, then perhaps 
peaceful co-existence of human species in this globe is possible. 
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This however, seems to be an impossible task. We all know. 
that we have moved further and further away from the goal of 
unity of mankind. Whether at any time, we were any closer to 
the goal, I do not know. | 

The second point I have underlined was that regarding a. 
set of basic moral doctrines. There seems to be surprisingly an 
agreement among the divergent traditions, among the great re- 
ligions of the world about a *core" morality. Let our philoso- 
phy of religion focus upon that core of morality and try to arti- 
culate, explain and elaborate it for everybody. If this could be 
successfully done, both the purposes, that of the Stephanos 
lectures and of the Spalding Chair, would be fulfilled. Instead 
of saying that all religions talk of God just as all paths lead to. 
Rome, I wish to say, each (great) religion starts from a com- 
mon focal point, accepting a basic core of morality necessary 
for the survival and co-existence of the human species in this 
globe, and then it takes off in different directions with divergent. 
metaphysical doctrines, beliefs, rituals, myths and behaviour 
norms. 


XII 


1. DUHKHA 


Most philosophical schools of classical India generally agree that 
this world as it is nothing but suffering and pain, all our moments of 
pleasure being only pain in disguise. This thesis, which Professor 
Eliade has called “The Pain-Existence equation”, would be, if it is 
literally understood, akin to the philosophy of pessimism, except for 
the fact that each school talks about a way (marga) to escape from this 
suffering, a way to the cessation of suffering. The question that I ad- 
dress myself to in this lecture is this: Is the ‘pain’ thesis a factual 
statement or an evaluative one ? Is it, in other words, a proposition 
or an exclamation ? A description of how things are or a prescription 
of how we ought to consider them ? 

I argue for the latter. This takes us into the contemporary dis- 
cussion about fact and value in moral philosophy. The pertinent ques- 
tion is raised : whether there is any objective value (J. Mackie). It is 
suggested that if intersubjectivity is allowed a minimal grade of ‘objec- 
tivity’ (cf. Frege’s "Thought"), then the fact that diverse religious tradi- 
tions seem to have agreement as regards certain basic moral strands 
would impart some ‘objectivity’ to these basic moral propositions ‘no 
matter how difficult it would be to formulate them). 

The Indian philosophers (notably the Buddhists) invariably call ihe 
pain-thesis a satya, which is usually translated as "truth". I argue that 
words such as “satya” and “satya dharma” are used in the Indian con- 
text ambiguously for both factual truths and evaluative exhortations. 
(Rama's obeying of his father’s command is equivalent to his maintaining 
of the “truth”. Cf. Satya-raksa). This supports my contention that the 
pain thesis of the Indian philosophers is more a prescription (for the: 
mumuksu ‘those bent on achieving the goal of salvation than a des- 
cription, and in this respect it should be distinguished from the rather 
general proposition (factual) that there is an overabundance of suffering 
in this world and moments of happiness or happy things, if they exist. 
at all, are but very few and far between. 


1.1. INTRODUCTION 


"From the torment by three-fold misery arises the enquiry 
into the means of terminating it; if it be said that it is 
fruitless, the means being obvious to us, we reply no, since 
in such means there is no certainty or finalty." 


With these words, Isvara-Krsna begins his Samkhya-Karikà, 
and this verse may be taken as the locus classicus of the theme 
of the universal suffering which permeates almost all religious. 
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philosophies of India’, Sarvam duhkham. Spinoza begins his 
On the Improvement of the Understanding, showing, presum- 
ably, why he turns to philosophy? : 


“After experience had taught me that all the usual surroun- 
dings of ordinary life are vain and futile; seeing that none 
of the objects of my fears contained in themselves anything 
either good or bad, except in so far as the mind is affected 
by them, I finally resolved to inquire whether there might 
be some real good having power to communicate itself, 
which would affect the mind singly, to the exclusion of all 
else : whether, in fact, there might be anything of which 
the discovery and attainment would enable me to enjoy 
continuous, supreme and unending happiness.” 


The Buddha, when he was a young prince surrounded by 
wealth, luxury and sensual pleasures, began to ponder over the 
problem of disease, decay and death—the problem of life—and 
asked in puzzlement, “How knowing our inevitable fate—disease, 
decay and death, can one forget and try to be happy with 
pleasures that are so fragile?” This initial puzzlement even- 
tually Jed him to the path of achieving the deepest insight about 
the essentially “conditioned” nature of human existence. The 
goal of nirvana was, therefore, freedom from, i.e., the cessation 
of, this utterly conditioned, essentially determined, existence— 
a breaking away from the prison-house—a goal which can only 
metaphorically be called “the unending happiness” (per contra 
Spinoza). 

These very different philosophers from very different 
periods of human history and different parts of the globe seem 
to agree on at least one point. Our life in this world as it is 
given to us does not make any sense, does not seem to have 
the value we tend to attach to it, and hence is unacceptable as 
it stands. Borrowing from another great philosopher, Socrates, 
I wish to put this point as: the unexamined life is not worth 
living’. A sober examination or search for the meaning of life 
imparts a sombre lesson, or at least, it has done so to many 
who are honoured as the original thinkers of mankind. The 
lesson is: life appears to be absurd. Thomas Nagel's* essay 
on “The Absurd” seems to strike a familiar note that is deep- 
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seated in the Indian consciousness : life is a burden, an absurd 
cage from which the bird must fly to the forest for freedom. 
Some philosophers would stop at the absurd and try not to be 
tormented by it (cf. Russell's *Freeman's worship” )’. But there 
are religious optimists in both East and West, who would argue 
that life is empty, yes, unless, of course, we posit (or believe 
in) something else—something of a different nature, something 
that may circumscribe life and impart a worthwhile meaning to 
it. The pain thesis of the Indian religious philosophers—the 
thesis which Mircea Eliade® has called the “Pain-existence 
equation” and which says that ordinary worldly life is a burden 
tout court, heya, an unacceptable drag, Duhkha, something 
that deserves to be rejected tout ensemble—is to be set as I see 
it in this broader context of our search for the significance 
of life. 

Some Westerners have tried to characterize Indian religions 
as being pessimistic while others think that this concept of 
universal suffering is something like a concept of universal 
boredom’ : the Indian religious person gets bored with his life 
(the way some of us do in a modern affiuent American society) 
and hence tries to drop out. An example of a more shallow 
non sequitur than the latter interpretation is difficult to find. 
Professor R. M. Hare once said that to defend Christianity it is 
sometimes better to defend religion to general, for “You can- 
not understand what Christianity is, until you have understood 
what religion is." (B. Mitchell ed.)® Although I shall not 
try to defend Indian religions, for thats not my purpose here, 
I wish to add “You cannot understand what Indian religions 
are until you have understood what the pain-thesis means”. 

Some try to counter the point made about Indian religions 
being pessimistic by pointing out that in the early scriptures, 
the Vedas and the Upanishads, the theme of duhkha is seldom 
met with, if at all. Early Vedic religion, it is true, was more 
concerned with our life in this world than with a life-beyond, 
and in this respect it was similar to early Judaism where a con- 
cern for the after-life is conspicuous by its absence. But this 
consideration hardly throws any light on why with the rise of 
the sramana schools, Buddhism, Jainism and Ajivikism, duhkha 
became an all important concept not only in the Sramana tradi- 
tion but also in brahmana schools, such as SAmkhya, Vaisesika 
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and Nyàya. Why, we cannot explain; but we can try to under- 
stand its significance in a soteriological context which was pro- 
vided by all these schools in some form or other. 


1.2. THE PAIN-THESIS 


What is duhkha? If it means simply suffering, unhappi- 
ness and pain, then the question seems trivial. If it means in 
addition the abundance of pain in life, then also there need 
be no philosophic worry about it. It will be pointed out there is 
no difficulty in finding an unhappy person or a sufferer, for in 
fact, everybody is so in some way or other. Kisà Gautami who 
lost her child was asked by the Buddha to get some mustard 
seeds from a house where nobody was unhappy. For then the 
Buddha could, so he said, revive her child with the magic of 
those mustard seeds. But Kisà was unable to find such a place. 
The moral is: unhappiness is and has always been all perva- 
sive. We do noi need philosophic consideration to show that 
suffering is ubiquitous. David Hume expressed it admirably? : 


"Were a stranger to drop on a sudden into this world, 
I would show him as a specimen of its ills, a hospital full 
of diseases, a prison crowded with malefactors and deb- 
tors, a field of battle strewed with carcasses, a fleet foun- 
dering in the ocean, a nation languishing under tyranny, 
famine or pestilence. To turn to the gay side of life to 
him and give him a notion of its pleasures—whither should 
I conduct him? To a ball, to an opera, to court? He 
might justly think that I was only showing him a diversity 
of distress and sorrow”. 


(Hume, 1779, Dialogues Concerning Natural 
Religion). 

Suffering is a fact of life. From this empirical premise is 
developed, it seems, the thesis of universal duhkha—where the 
term “duhkha” I suggest, is no longer a descriptive term and 
Hence is hardly translatable as suffering. Among other things, 
it may be pointed out that in so far as the denotation or ex- 
tension of the term duhkha is extended to include what cannot 
ordinarily be called duhkha, the sense or connotation of the 
term must also undergo some radical modification. When 
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“‘duhkha’ becomes an universal predicate, its descriptive aspect, 
1 think, becomes overshadowed by its evaluative function. 
"Duhkha" in other words, is turned into, in addition, an evalua- 
tive expression. 


1.3. NAIYAYIKAS ON THE PAIN-THESIS 


The pain-thesis is more a statement of value than a state- 
ment of fact. This interpretation receives ample support from 
certain remarks of ancient Naiyayikas such as Vátsyayana'"* and 
Uddyotakara, to which I shall now turn. 


Under NS 1.1.9, which supplies a list of prameyas, ‘objects 
of knowledge’, a question is raised : Why in the list only duhkha 
(= pain) is mentioned and not sukha (= happiness) ? Vatsyayana 
answers that this need not be construed as meaning that happi- 
ness or pleasure is nothing but pain. It means, according to 
Vatsyayana, that Aksapáda intended to carry or communicate 
a special instruction, viz., the following : our life, which is ad- 
mittedly a means to pleasure and happiness, is also inextricably 
mixed with unhappiness, suffering and pain. This being so, 
those who want to escape from suffering as such should accor- 
ding to Aksapàda, intensely contemplate and recognise that all 
experiences, no matter whether pleasant or unpleasant, are 
duhkha, undesirable and unacceptable. lf one can so recog- 
nise, argues Vatsyayana, one can meditate upon it, and by me- 
ditation in this way, one can be indifferent to it; and through 
such indifference one would become unattached to this life, and 
this non-attachment would lead one to escape from it. 


Uddyotakara, under NS 1.1.21, points out that nobody can 
deny that happiness exists and that pleasant experiences are also 
facts. But, he continues, a person who is intent on escape or 
moksa, is usually unable to consider everything to be duhkha, 
for as an ordinary human being, he would normally run after 
what is pleasant and away from what is painful This is the 
lokamaryada or the way of the world. It is only in such a 
context, that the teaching of Aksapàda that everything is, i.e., 
should be considered as duhkha, becomes meaningful. In fact, 
I suggest that the teaching (upadésa) of Aksapáda be interpre- 
ted as a "speech-act" (in the sense of Austin and Searle) uttered 
to produce some effect upon those who are working for escape. 
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In other words, the perlocutionary effect of the illocutionary act 
of upadesa or instruction (cf. Searle)! is to persuade those dis- 
ciples (mumuksu) to believe and acknowledge that everything, 
both pleasure and pain, are duhkha and heya, undesirable and 
unacceptable. 

These considerations of Vatsyayana and Uddyotakara seem 
to indicate that ‘everything is duhkha’, i.e. the pain-thesis, is 
neither a truth that is obvious nor a factual belief. It can be 
better understood as an evaluative sentence, as I have already 
suggested. It is not claimed to be true in some ‘purely objec- 
tive/factual’ sense. If it is claimed to be true at all, it is so 
only in some ‘non-objective’ (= subjective) sense for the per- 
sons who have already decided to be mumuksu, i.e. to work for 
their salvation, or escape “from this rat-race". 

The pain-thesis is, let me say, true for a particular group 
of persons called mumuksu. It is also admitted that at any 
given time in human society, not everybody is a mumuksu. For 
people have by nature different inclinations or "tastes" : bhin- 
narucir hi lokah. Almost the same point is made by the Indian 
philosophers when they argue that there are at least two accep- 
table and normal ways of life with divergent goals or values. 
One is called the path of active life (pravrtti), and the other 
the path of renunciation (nivrtti). As early as the Rgvedas, 
we see hymns which are meant to secure prosperity in life (a 
rare thing for a religion to endorse prosperity unabashedly and 
not to say that the rich will never go through the eye of needle 
to the other side, the Kingdom of Heaven) side by side with 
hymns that glorify asceticism and renunciation. (Calvinism 
along with its protestant ethic provides another notable excep- 
tion). Vedanta sütras 3.4.2-7 inform us that Jaimini contend- 
ed that renunciation or self-mortification was no part of our 
normal “Vedic” life??. Later thinkers, however, made a com- 
promise and claimed that one way is compatible with the other, 
the path of action and hedonism (even the hedonism that is 
described and endorsed by the Carvakas and the Küma-sütras) 
with that of renunciation and asceticism. Indian mythology, 
therefore, is saturated with the so-called paradoxicality of asce- 
tism and eroticism (O'Flaherty)'* which admirably mirrors the 
tension between the two. The synthesis between them, which 
the later thinkers preached, gradually became the established 
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norm, whereby it was believed that the path of self-mortifica- 
tion should not be more self-denial and that of action need not 
be simply hedonistic and selfish. Instead of presenting it as 
paradoxical, I wish to underline this feature as a point of para- 
mount significance, viz. the bold recognition that human nature 
is manifold and is expressed through diverse values, ways of 
‘thinking, acting and feeling. 


~ 


1.4. RELATIVISM AND THE PAIN-THESIS 


To come back to the pain-thesis. Let me explain what I 
mean by saying that it is ‘true for some people’. To say that 
a proposition ‘p’ is true for ‘x’, ‘y’, and ‘Z’, but not for us, is 
to render the truth-value status of ‘p’ extremely dubious. (What 
is true for an Arab, may not be so for a Hindu or a Christian 
—a claim like this is, to say the least, controversial). Our 'p' 
cannot stand for some report about the private condition (say 
‘pain’) of ‘x’, for what is private to ‘x’ is not available to ‘y’ 
or ‘z’. If ‘p’ stands for some factual belief in this case, then 
it has already been censured. For certainly, there can hardly 
be allowed such disagreement or relativism in factual beliefs, 
assuming, of course, that there is a core of facts which we 
human beings commonly encounter and share. By saying “ ‘p’ 
is true for them, not for us”, we simply imply, though not ex- 
plicitlv, that they are deluded to believe ‘p’; for ‘p’, in fact, is 
false and not just “false for us”, for it violates, otherwise the 
robust sense of. what we call "facts". Now, if the pain-thesis 
is Clairned to be true for those who are working for the kind 
of salvation the Indian philosophers talked about, it is only 
claimed that it is not a factual belief of the above kind. Hence,. 
in making this claim, I do not judge it to be false (which I 
would have to do if I claimed it to be a factual belief of the 
above kind), nor do I insinuate that the myumuksus are deluded 
in their belief about the pain-thesis or its necessary consequence, 
nirvana as the goal. The claim is rather that as an evaluative 
Statement the thesis has a persuasive effect, and its being right 
or wrong should not be judged in the way the truth and falsity 
of a factual belief is judged. 


The term "duhkha" has an experiential connotation in 
ordinary language. But an experiential interpretation of the 
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pain-thesis runs into problems. Under NS 1.1.21, Uddyota- 
kara!* refers to an opponent's view, which maintains that every- 
thing is duhkha by nature ("sarvam svarüpato duhkham") and 
rejects it by saying that it contradicts our perceptual experience, 
for it is impossible to deny pleasure and happiness as facts of 
experience. The opponent, of course, may argue that such ex- 
perientia] happiness is only a special variety of unhappiness. 
(Remember in Hume's account our friendly stranger was said 
to be thinking that an opera or a ball is only a variety of dis- 
tress and sorrow). Uddyotakara answers that we seldom allow 
items denoted by the contradictory or contrary term to be in- 
cluded within the extension of the original term to which it is 
contrary or contradictory. A non-blue thing cannot be denoted 
by the term “blue”, or a non-pot (a cloth) cannot be denoted 
by “pot” The pain-thesis is therefore to be regarded as eva- 
luative in the sense that we are supposed to attach negative 
values, if we are mumuksu, to all varieties of happiness, sensual 
pleasures and joys of life. As Maitreyi asked, what shall I do 
with that which will not bring me immortality (“Yenaham 
namrta syam kim aham tena kuryám")^5. 

If the pain-thesis is non-factual in the sense I am arguing 
here, it is not falsifiable by citation of any apparent counter- 
example. In fact the pain-thesis shares several features in com- 
mon with moral propositions. First, truth or falsity does not 
seem to be directly relevant to it. Second, like most moral 
propositions, it can be expressed in the imperative mood (in 
fact, that is how it is enjoined in some texts); consider (bha- 
vaya) everything to be duhkha. To make the injunction (or 
imperative mood) significant we have to presuppose some fact, 
viz. that not everybody normally regards everything to be pain. 
If everybody dic so already, the instruction would be pointless 
(upadesavaiyarthya). No teacher will instruct, for example, 
“Breathe always, if you wish to live,” for we all do so already. 

An instruction such as the pain-thesis, however, presup- 
poses much more. It presupposes that there are people like 
Maitreyi or Socrates for whom the unexamined life is not worth 
living. It presupposes that this world and our existence in 
it are not, for some people, ultimately valuable or an end in 
itself and that these people refuse to admit that this is all that 
there is and consider our worldly happiness, for whatever rea- 
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son, aS unattractive or empty or absurd. If this is not all that 
there is, these people argue, let us find out what else there is. 
Considering all this, it seems that the Lokayata condemnation 
_vof the pain-thesis as being morbid and false is wild and widely 
Off the mark. For the instruction of the pain-thesis is meant 
Íor the people whom I have just described. Referring to R. M. 
Hare again'*, I would like to say that some people seem to have 
a blik, a fundamental principle somehow internalised—a prin- 
.ciple by which they live and in accordance with which they in- 
terpret experience—and it is for them that the pain thesis is 
recommended. 

From what has been said, it may be argued that the pain- 
thesis is non-experiential, i.e., it is neither experientially veri- 
fiable nor falsifiable. But this will not carry the implication 
that is intended by my characterization of it as non-factual. 
Besides, depending upon what is meant by the term ‘experien- 
tial’, it can be argued that for the arhats or saints, everything, 
every worldly thing, is experientially painful or duhkha. It has 
-been claimed by such Buddhists as Dharmakirti that a yogin 
perceives i.e., experiences, everything to be not only in a flux 
.but also duhkha (undesirable as pain is) and empty". 


The Nyàya interpretation of the pain-thesis that I have so 
far expounded seems to me to be quite compatible with the 
Sàmkhya-Yoga interpretation (cf. Yogasütra II. 15 states ‘for 
the vivekin every phenomenal existence is pain'.)'? It may be 
objected, however, that my description of the pain-thesis as ncn- 
factual does not do justice to the first noble/great truth of Bud- 
dhism. For, after all, the pain-thesis is spoken of here as the 
great truth or arya Satya and even certain arguments are formu- 
lated to establish this truth. Hence the proposition, the argu- 
ment continues, may not be an obvious one or experientially 
valid, but it is a "truth" to be discovered, more or less, like the 
scientific truths which we discover after rejecting the obvious 
as mere appearance. I think this argument is misleading and 
.l shall explain my position presently. 


1.5. IS IT NON-FACTUAL ? 


Let me first concentrate on the adjective ‘non-factual’’, 
.My own thesis is a negative one, not positive, viz., the pain» 
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thesis is non-factual. Like Dinnága's apoha, it says what the 
pain-thesis is not, not what it is: it is certainly to be distin- 
guished from the extreme subjectivist view of religious beliefs 
—the view that holds that religious propositions are all reports 
of one’s own (subjective) feelings and attitude—for that is a 
positive thesis. The extreme subjectivist, however, will have 
to agree with my thesis. For his position entails, but is not. 
entailed by, my position. I share with the subjectivist one main 
concern, that of expiaining why most people believe, as they 
do, and erroneously so, that pain-thesis is factual or objective. 
But my job ends there unlike that of the subjectivist. 


It may be countered, at this point, that it could simply be 
a fact that life as characterised by pursuit of pleasure and escape 
from pain does not satisfy men. It could be true for every- 
one, not only for the mumuksu, though only he recognises it. 
In reply to this objection, I wish to make two further points 
clear. First I wish to concede the obvious: under certain me- 
taphysical assumptions about the goal and ‘meaning’ of life, . 
the pain-thesis can undoubtedly be regarded as factual. If, for 
example, every man desires nirvāņa then to the extent his 
worldly life is antagonistic to this goal, the pain-thesis, all is 
duhkha, would be both factual and evaluative?. My denial of 
the factuality of the pain-thesis is, therefore, a qualified denial. 
Second, I find the following view very plausible and attractive. 
Duhkha can be seen as man’s sense of alienation from his own 
essence or ‘own-veing’ (Svabhdva) or ultimate nature. The deep 
feeling of purposelessness and absurdity of life (T. Nagel) is 
then derived, in this theory, from this sense of estrangement and 
the goal then would be nirvana, cessation of the estrangement. 
And the pain-thesis in this way obtains a factual character. But 
my argument here is against such claims as undermine totally 
its evaluative character. 


1.6. THE BUDDHIST THESIS OF PAIN 


The Buddhist distinguishes three different formulations of 
the pain-thesis. The first is called : duhkha-duhkha, and this. 
expresses obviously a factual proposition. And I do not dis- 
pute it. The second is a more general proposition: anityata- 
duhkha. Each bit of experience (including the happy ones) is: 
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(should be regarded as) pain because it is in a flux or momen- 
tary in nature, and hence invites more psychological worries. 
This is how, at least, the second formulation is defended gene- 
rally with a sort of argument. It is claimed that even a plea- 
sant feeling is necessarily characterised by an awareness that 
this pleasure will not last. This claim may or may not be 
experientially valid. But I have no quarrel here. The paral- 
lel Nyàya argument seems to be more practical and less ambi- 
guous, for it says that pleasures are like honey covering up the 
fatal poison of sorrows, and hence our part of the deal (if we 
want unmixed happiness) would be to reject them as a whole 
package (Váàtsyayana)?. My only hesitation in accepting the 
Buddhist argument based on “transience” is that in that case 
the pain-thesis would be grounded on a psychological and hedo- 
nistic basis. For unless I want to believe in “the more the 
merrier" principle about pleasure, why should I worry about 
the transience of it? It will not do to point out that pleasures 
are factually transient and that men do worry about such things, 
for my question is : whether they should? If they should not, 
then they need not consider pleasure as pain, no matter what. 

If the status of the second formulation is dubious as re- 
gards fact or value, the third formulation : samskara-duhkha, 
can, I think, be seen as evaluative quite clearly. It says: our 
entire conditioned existence is pain. There seems to be an 
argument implicit in it: our psychosomatic existence is (should 
be) regarded as pain because it is conditioned. But such an 
argument becomes significant only if we posit a nirvana or an 
“unconditioned” something that is not death. We are back to 
our old theme : the meaning of life is to be sought by positing 
something that circumscribes it and transcends it. The first 
great truth is inextricably tied to the third great truth of Bud- 
dhism. "Duhkha" loses its significance except in the context 
of nirvana. The empirical needs the help of the non-empirical 
to gain a meaning, and hence the meaning must be non-empiri- 
cal. Or, to see the point in another way, the noble truth is a 
truth of ethics and religion rather than of metaphysics. 


12 Logical and Ethical Issues of Religious Belief 


1.7. FACI VS. VALUE 


Moral philosophers since Hume have talked about there 
-being a gap (bridgeable or unbridgeable) between fact and 
value, between description and evaluation. The controversy 
over the derivability of ‘ought’-statements from ‘is’-statements 
is too well-known in modern times to be repeated here. Although 
I am not directly concerned with the moral ‘ought’, obviously 
the discussions in moral philosophy have some. relevance here. 
If the pain-thesis is evaluative, then it is relevant to consider 
in this context what view we take about moral values. The 
question of connection between religion and morality has often 
been viewed in the West as one of whether or not some form 
of theological doctrine can supply the required objectivity of 
ethical prescriptions. The problem is as old as Plato Euthyphro 
dilemma :?* It is good because God loves or commands it, or 
God loves what is good because it is good. Generally the second 
view is preferred but Wittgenstein has remarked : 


“I think that the first conception is the deeper one : Good 
is what God orders. For this cuts off the path to any and 
every explanation ‘why’ it is good while the second con- 
ception is precisely the superficial, the rationalistic one, 
which proceeds as if what is good could still be given some 
foundation." ?? 


Mackie has argued that the second alternative reduces God to 
"a capricious tyrant" while the first alternative makes ethics 
"autonomous" and has the consequence that “we can simply 
close the theological frontier of ethics" (p. 230). But the pos- 
sible relations between religion and morality are not my main 
concern here. It might be that the theistic position about mo- 
rality, or Buddhism or Vedanta is a coherent position in that 
it demands of men only that they should live in what will be, 
for them, the most Satisfying way. But to claim that a 
position is coherent is not to claim that it is correct or 
true. If there are more than one coherent positions 
formulated or given it is still not fair to claim that at least one 
of them is correct. For coherence is only a necessary, not a 
sufficient condition for truth. If one of the religions is both 
«coherent and correct then, as Mackie has argued, the theologi- 
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cal frontier of ethics remain open. But the pertinent question. 
is: What is the most satisfying way for everyman? Or, should 
there be only one for all without exception ? 

Let me get back to my specific theme. The pain-thesis, 
to be sure, is a religious doctrine, not a moral one. But it 
involves value, and its counterpart claim, ie., the nirvana is. 
the supreme good, is on a par with ordinary value-statements. 
An important position in ethical philosophy is that for value- 
statements truth or falsity is irrelevant. This position was 
commonly endorsed by the Greek sophists (not a very reput- 
able authority in moral matters as Plato would have us believe) 
as well as by Hobbes and Hume. In the present century, the 
problem used to be vigorously discussed in the thirties and 
forties, but recently this position has been very carefully and 
convincingly argued by J. L. Mackie in his book Ethics, which 
begins with a forceful statement: “There are no objective 
values" ?? 

If the pain-thesis is evaluative, then it lacks, I must claim, 
objectivity in Mackie's sense. In other words, my position 
about the pain-thesis is entailed by, though it does not entail, 
the general position of Mackie. If there are no objective values 
then indeed the religious values are not objective, but it is pos- 
sible even if the religious values are non-factual that moral and 
other values be objective. The non-factuality of the pain-thesis, 
therefore, is not incompatible with, for example, the Kantian 
view of morality. One main problem of distinguishing the re- 
ligious from the moral is, of course, the fact that in any deve- 
ioped religions such as Hinduism, Christianity, Buddhism, Islam 
and Judaism, certain moral assertions are already incorporated 
into the pattern of belief. There is always what Ninian Smart? 
has called a “weaving-together” between the religious and the 
moral strands, but there is also another fact that is not much 
emphasised in religious discourses. There is, to put it crudely, 
some core of morality or moral doctrines that is commonly shar- 
ed by most developed religions, although it is extremely hard to 
separate and identify this core in the overgrowth of individual 
religious dogmas. Now the morality that constitutes this “core” 
is somewhat better off than the purely religious dogmas or pres- 
criptions or values. For this morality has at least some claim 
to objectivity much in the same way as for example inter-subjec- 
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tive experience has a better claim to objectivity than our private 
experiences, for this morality is in some sense "'inter-religious". 
[E.g. Frege's thought is argued to be somewhat more objective 
than private images because of its inter-subjectivity] But the 
varient religious values seem to be on a par with private ex- 
perience. 


1.8. RELIGION AND MORALITY 


There is another obvious way by which the religious strand 
can be distinguished from the moral strand. While the reli- 
gious prescriptions and values are patently seen to be relative 
to particular religions or religious traditions, with regard to 
morality such relativism is often denied as being counter-intui- 
tive. It is at least argued that some basic principles of mora- 
lity are (or ought to be) recognised to be common in all human 
societies although the specific moral rules may vary. A trivial 
example will show how we are ready to give a status to the 
moral different from that of the religious. Someone asks his 
new friend who came from another country, and who happens 
to be a vegetarian, “Are you a vegetarian on moral grounds 
or on religious grounds ?" If the answer is on moral grounds, 
then he may continue to argue (as 1 myself once did with the 
late Dr. V. Raghavan) to show his friend that it is not immoral 
to eat meat for such and such reasons. The obvious assump- 
tion in entering such an argument is that there may be some 
agreement between them about some general moral principle 
or principles which may eventually support vegetarianism or its 
opposite. But if the answer is religious ground, then the argu- 
ment usually stops there. For it becomes immediately obvious 
that the person made the choice himself already or the choice 
was made for him by his guru or parents or forefathers. (Vege- 
tarianism can be justified on other objective grounds, no doubt, 
but that is not my concern here). 


Moral propositions, it is true, are often incorporated into 
the doctrinal schemes of major religions and thereby they ac- 
quire the status of being also religious propositions. They may 
or may not lack objectivity. Wittgenstein called them “abso- 
lutely judgements of value." But the pain-thesis belong to 
the religious strand which, I think, is relative and variable. 
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‘Some examples of such religious prescriptions would be : “Wor- 
ship God every Sunday", “Say Grace", “The Brahmin should 
take a dip in the river every morning.” “The Buddhist monk 
should meditate daily", etc. Such prescriptions vary from re- 
ligion to religion and should be distinguished from the 
moral or the religious-moral. "Wittgenstein distinguishes rela- 
‘tivism from morality in the following example :*° 


*Supposing that I could piay tennis and one of you saw 
me playing and said “Well, you play pretty badly" and 
suppose I answered “l know, 1 am playing badly but I 
don't want to play any better," all the other man could 
say would be “Ah, then that is all right." But suppose 
I had told one of you a preposterous lie and he came up 
to me and said, “You are behaving like a beast" and then 
I were to say “I know I behave badly, but then J don't 
want to behave any better," could he then say “Ah, then 
that's all right," ? Certainly not, he would say “Well, you 
ought to want to behave better." 


With regard to morality therefore my friend can, with jus- 
tification say what I ought to do if I do not do it or behave 
that way, but with regard to my choice about playing tennis 
-badly, he cannot, with some justification, tell me that I ought 
to play better. Let us take a religious example. If I start 
taking a dip in the river every winter morning because of reli- 
.gious reasons, my friend can warn me "You will catch cold." 
I can then reply, “I do not really care, for I am doing a reli- 
gious (non-moral) duty." Here again, my friend cannot, with 
the same justification, tell me that I ought not to behave that 
way. Religious prescriptions therefore are on a par with the 
.judgément of relative value. 

Wittgenstein said that every judgement of relative value 
can be shown to be “mere statements of facts". If this is true 
then the pain-thesis and similar religious statements being re- 
lative would, by the same token, be "factual". And this would 
mean that my claim that they are non-factual has to be given 
up. This brings us close to what seems to be another knotty 
philosophic controversy: What is to count as fact? I do 
not think what I have claimed goes against what Wittgenstein 
meant. One way to see this is to appeal to a distinction that 
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is made by some moral philosophers (cf. Searle)? between 
“brute facts" and ‘“‘institutional facts.” My claim is that the 
religious statements of the kind we are discussing here do not 
express “brute facts and if Wittgenstein’s *World-book" of 
facts contains only “brute facts” then the pain-thesis will not. 
be included there. An institutional fact involves judgements of 
good or bad relative to certain standard defined by the institu-- 
tion (“He is a good tennis piayer"), as well as prescriptions, 
duties, and obligations. Each religion is such an institution. 
Hence people within such a religion regard many propositions 
as factual. They are "factual" of course from the point of 
view of the institution itself, but *non-factual" from the point of 
view of “brute facts” or another institution with different ‘“con- 
stitutive” rules. This point also illuminates at least one part 
of my previous argument, for it was part of my duty to explain 
why most people take the pain-thesis and similar propositions 
as “factual”. In ordinary language we do objectify religious 
values. We do not ordinarily make value-claim but truth-claim. 
Not only was the Buddha’s description of the pain-thesis as 
“great truth” in line with this tendency (for he was to be sure 
teaching ordinary people) but also in the popular epics of India, 
the Ramayana and the Mahabharata, both religious and moral ` 
duties were often described as the maintenance of the satya 
(=truth) and the dharma.  Rüma's going to the forest to obey 
his father’s command was “the keeping of his father’s truth 
(satya=promise)”! In modern language, this would be an. 
obligation demanded by the constitutive rules of the institution 
of promise. What I have tried here is to disentangle some mean- 
ings of these proverbially ambiguous terms, satya (=truth) and 
dharma (= duty). 

Purely mora] propositions, though they may be swamped 
with religious fervour as they are mostly incorporated into a 
web- of religious beliefs, would, however, be different. They 
would be in the sense of Witigenstein’s “absolute judgement of 
value." Kant held that moral judgements are categorical 
imperatives. Or, sometimes it is argued that they are applica- 
tions of one categorical imperative. A categorical imperative 
is one whose action-directing force is unconditional in the sense 
of not being contingent upon any present desire of the agent. 
In other words, the recommended action cannot be a means to 
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the present desire of the agent. If satisfaction of such desire 
can be imputed, the imperative is no longer categorical in Kan- 
tian sense. The religious imperatives, or at least the kinds of 
religious imperatives (non-moral and variant) we are concerned 
with here, are obviously hypothetical imperatives. They can be 
analysed as: “If you want X, you ought to do (or do) Y.” 
A$vamedhena yajeta svargakama: ‘The Vedic scriptures clear- 
ly formulates injunctions of this type: “If you want to go to 
heaven, you ought to perform horse-sacrifice." With very little 
ingenuity, we may formulate the following: First the pain- 
thesis—“If you want cessation or nirodha, you ought to consi- 
der your conditioned existence as pain/undesirable." Second— 
ihe Brahma-jijfiasá : “If you want moksa, you ought to en- 
quire after the Brahman” (Vedanta-Sitra 1.1.1). Although 
such formulations of the instructions (upadeSa) are accepted nor- 
mally, one can, however, argue that desire for moksa or nirvana 
is not on a par with ordinary desire and the above interpreta- 
tions are objectionable. If this objection is valid, and if it can 
be shown that the recommended course of action is not a means. 
to satisfy any desire that the agent is supposed to have, then 
the above two religious doctrines become categorical imperatives. 
in the Kantian sense and hence form a class by themselves along 
with the moral judgements. 

Can such religious judgements as can be treated as cate- 
gorical imperatives, be, by the same token, called moral judge- 
ments? Does not the imposed distinction between the moral 
and the religious vanish under such condition? I do not have 
any straight answer to such questions. But it seems to me 
counterintuitive to confuse a religious prescription for one's own 
salvation with a moral prescription. To put the matter crudely, 
to the extent I speak the truth without caring for any reward 
or result or for avoidance of any trouble, etc., I act’ morally. 
But to the extent I do so to please some deity or to obtain re- 
ligious merit, or even to achieve my own, selfish, salvational 
goal, I perform a religious act. In the old Mahabharata story, 
the sage Kausika, who used to tell always the truth in order to go 
io heaven, told the robbers the truth and thereby helped them 
to kill an innocent man. At the end of his life, the story con- 
tinues, Kausika failed to reach his coveted goal. If any moral 
is to be derived, one may say that his action was morally re- 
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prehensible, though it was flawless as a religious act, in, at least, 
the commonly understood sense of the term. This is, at least, 
how I would understand and interpret Sri Krsna’s reason for 
disapproving Kau$ika's action.?® Morality is higher than reli- 
gion. Or should we say that the essence of religion is mora- 
lity, and hence to practice religion without morality is to care 
for the chaffes while the kernel is lost ? 

There are obviously many complicated issues involved here 
—-controversies over which I must forbear to enter in this book. 
Krsna’s position about the priority of non-killing over non-lying 
may be challenged by a follower of Rama (as he is depicted 
to be the satya-sandha Rama in the Ramayana), whose devo- 
tion to truth would take priority over non-killing. Or a Kan- 
tian may prefer the moral principle of speaking the truth un- 
conditionally no matter whatever the consequences may be. 
Kausika, it might be argued from this point of view, was mo- 
rally right in telling the truth and thereby courting failure to 
achieve his desired goal. But the point of the Kausika story 
is not that he deliberately acted in complete disregard of the 
consequences, viz. harm to himself or others. The point is 
rather that he acted in complete awareness of the consequences. 
He knew that an innocent person would be killed and that this 
was the only way by which he could keep his vow of non-lying. 
His vow of non-lying was supposed to serve his self-interest, to 
be instrumental for achieving his religious goal, heaven or his 
salvation. Hence, I think, he was not following the moral prin- 
ciple in the Kantian fashion. 

Another broad criticism of the position I am trying to out- 
line and defend here, may take the following line. It may be 
argued that I have chosen a very narrow concept of religion, 
in order to contrast it with morality. A religion that is asso- 
ciated with pleasing a deity, or with heaven or hell, is a lower 
form of religion. One can speak of ‘higher’ forms of religion 
where the goal is nirvana, or as the case may be, salvation or 
mystical union with the divinity. And such a higher form of 
religion, the argument continues, need not be rated below mo- 
rality, for morality would be an integral part of it. In reply 
I would say that if the notion of some super-religion includes 
what we call morality as its integral part one does not need to 
‘dispute such a claim, for it boils down to a dispute over the 
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two labels only, “religion” and “morality”. (cf. naáma-matre 
vivadah paryavasitah). But religion as it is given to us in diffe- 
rent religious traditions is usually dominated by different scrip- 
tural injunctions and commandments, which are assumed to be 
absolute and inflexible. An act becomes irreligious under this 
view if it violates any such injunction. This so-called narrow 
notion of religion is at least accepted generally as a working 
hypothesis. There are at least two broad characteristics that 
mark out the nature of an act that is religious in this sense from 
that of a moral act: (a) it is given or approved by a religious 
tradition, and (b) it is dominated by a concern for one’s own 
good, a religious goal such as nirvana, salvation, mystical union 
or heaven. An act would be moral, even if it is approved by 
a religious tradition, provided it is dominated by a concern for 
one’s fellow men and by a corresponding lack of concern {or 
self-interest. If there were only one being on earth, it is con- 
ceivable that he can perform a religious act, but he cannot 
ordinarily perform a moral act. If it is argued that there may 
be a truly religious person, a Buddha or a Yudhisthira, who 
would be prepared to give up his entry into nirvana or salva- 
tion for the sake of the suffering humanity, then we are no 
longer talking about ordinary traditional religion. We have 
rather put forward a concept of religion which is inclusive of 
such morality as Krsna in the above-mentioned case argued to 
be more valuable and hence more adorable than what is ordi- 
narily understood as religion .by most among us. 


1.9. OBJECTIVITY OF RELIGIOUS BELIEFS 


I am now on the final, and perhaps the most controversial 
part of my argument. In analysing the pain-thesis, an import- 
ant doctrine commonly shared by all Indian religions, I have 
engaged myself in finding whether some light can be thrown upon 
the nature of certain types of religious propositions to which 
the pain-thesis belongs. I have argued that this type of reli- 
gious propositions are "non-factual" in the sense of being eva- 
luative and relative to each doctrinal scheme. I have also shown 
similarity (as well as differences) of this type of religious pro- 
positions with purely moral propositions, and how in any given 
religious scheme they are interwoven internally. I have argued 
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that religious propositions of this type can be based upon what. 
are called “institutional facts” but never entirely upon “brute 
facts". But what is to count as a fact, even a “brute” fact? 
I have raised the question before, but have not discussed it. 

Some may argue that this talk of objectivity or factuality, 
or the lack of it depends heavily upon the unexamined and 
highly ambiguous notion of brute facts. It is generally assumed 
uncritically that natural science pronounces upon matters of 
fact whereas a philosophical theory or a metaphysic distorts. 
them. It is also believed (a la Karl Popper)?? that the hypo- 
theses of science, since they are designed to apply to situations, 
other than those which suggested them, are falsifiable by such 
facts, or at least there are facts available to compel us to chocse 
between rival hypotheses. But this platitude has been seriously 
challenged in medern times. T. S. Kuhn, in his discussion of 
The Structure of Scientific Revolutions has proved that the 
above platitude, is a mistake, for he has argued that given two 
competing scientific paradigms, it is impossible to decide bet- 
ween them by appeal to the facts because what constitutes a 
fact is already determined by the relevant paradigm. In his 
words : 


"The competition between paradigms is not the sort of 
battle that can be resolved by proofs." ... (p. 147).*? 


One should not, however, make too much out of this al- 
leged attack on the assumed neutrality of facts. For there is 
always a group of “ground-floor” facts that are not in dispute 
at all between scientists. In fact, both Kuhn and his critics 
would agree that all scientific activity presupposes an agreement 
as regards such facts. A theologian like Professor Basil Mit- 
chell has, on the other hand, found it fruitful to draw an ana- 
logy between the problems, faced by the philosophers of science 
regarding disagreement and theory-choice among scientists and 
those faced by the philosophers of religion regarding the ration- 
ality of religious beliefs among people. Mitchell argues that 
although the disputes in both fields cannot be settled by appeal 
to strict proof or facts, nevertheless it is in principle possible 
to rationally prefer one side to the other (p. 75 ff)". I think 
it is not in dispute that rational choices are made or even that 
they are, in principle, possible. This is so because the term 
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“rational” is broad enough to include a lot of things, the logi- 
cal, the psychological, the sociological, or even the aesthetic 
(‘one theory is chosen over the other because of neatness and 
elegance’). But this point has no direct bearing upon my main 
problem here: the notion of fact. 

As long as it is allowed that there are certain facts which 
are neutral to any theory or hypothesis or conceptual scheme, 
they can be regarded as “‘brute-facts” in the sense that is needed 
for our purpose. For in relation to them it would be claimed 
that the religious propositions, such as the pain-thesis and others 
like it, would be non-factual. It is to be noted that not all 
(and some of them are also important) religious propositions 
are included here. For example, I have left the question of 
the existence of God or the possibility of creation out of noth- 
ing, or other miraculous possibilities, out of these above consi- 
derations. The attempt to see certain types of religious state- 
ments as statements of value rather than fact is in no way an 
attempt to undervalue them. On this let me quote Wittgenstein 
once again :?? 


"What it says does not add to our knowledge in any sense. 
But it is a document of a tendency in the human mind 
which I personally cannot help respecting deeply and I 
would not for my life ridicule it."... (p. 12) 


If however, it can be shown that, different religious doc- 
trines apart, there is a correct metaphysic of man's being 
(2SAT) and a pervasive sense of meaninglessness or absurdity 
(T. Nagel) and anxiety indicates the depth of man's estrange- 
ment from SAT (alienation from himself), then the Duhkha 
would also become factual. But that is not the purpose of 
this lecture here. 
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2. PROBLEM OF EVIL 


The problem of suffering leads one naturally to think of the pro- 
blem of evil, although it may not directly relate itself with the theolo- 
gical/philosophical problem of evil. The  theological/ philosophical 
justification of evil is also called Theodicy, derived from the Greek 
theos and dike (justice). The usual belief among modern scholars is 
that Indians did not recognize the problem of evil. Even Arthur Her- 
man, who has written a well-researched dissertation on Theodicy and 
Indian Thought, has commented that Indians are  "strangely silent" 
about this problem which has been almost a gadfly to the Western 
theologicans and philosophers over the ages. This lack of concern for 
the problem is sometimes asserted to be a virtue (a bhusana, not a 
dusana) of Indian religions. And it is often pointed out that a pro- 
blem regarding evil does not arise because evil is unreal in Indian 
thought. 

Critics, however, regard this lack of concern as resulting from a 
confusion, or failure to distinguish, between good and evil (M. Eliade, 
1965, p. 96, C. Eliot, I,p.ci). And this failure is even accounted for 
by a reference to the pervasive view that the seeming reality is only 
an illusion (maya). Wendy O'Flaherty, who has countered this pre- 
vailing opinion about the non-existence of the problem of evil in Indian 
thought (O'Flaherty, 1976), hàs argued on the basis of her analysis of 
the mythology of theodicy, that the Hindus were no less perturbed by 
the problem than the Western people. 


My purpose in this lecture is to treat the problem of Indian theo- 
dicy from a philosophical point of view. This will lead me to discuss 
briefly some Indian concepts of theos, the paradox of creation and lila, 
and implication of the doctrine of Karma. There has been a revival 
of interest in the problem of evil notably in the Western analytic tradi- 
tion by certain influential writings of J. L. Mackie, A. Plantinga, B. 
Mitchell and A. Kenny. I have tried to connect my discussion with 
this contemporary perspective. 


2.1. INIRODUCTION 


Is duhkha connected with the problem of evil in any way ? 
Here we can possibly underline a tentative contrast between the 
religious orientation of India and of the West. The same rea- 
lities, let us grant, are called sometimes duhkha by the Indian 
philosophers and 'evil' by their western counterparts, and hence 
the two terms may have in some cases the same extension, like 
“the evening star’ and ‘the morning star’ but they are not, let us. 
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say, intensionally isomorphic or synonymous. The intensional 
meaning of ‘duhkha’ is obviously different from that of ‘evil’, 
and such difference, for one thing, can be intuitively grasped. 
Evil presupposes, sometimes, a devil, an active force that might 
be turning things into evils. Evil calls to our mind malevolence 
which runs counter to the benevolence of an all powerful God. 
And in this way it apparently generates what is called the pro- - 
blem of evil. But duhkha seems to be a passive experience. 
Faced with malevolence, we normally react in a particular way, 
we are inclined to fight it or invoke power superior to us to 
Overcome it. Faced with pain, we react too, but differently, 
we try to avoid it, or escape from it. We try to desensitise our 
mind towards pain, using analgesics. But this is not exactly 
an active fighting against an evil or against malevolence. It is 
difficult to make the distinction between the senses of the two 
terms, duhkha and 'evil any more explicit. But the delicate 
nuance contained in these two expressions can hardly be missed. 

The distinction that is often made in the Western problem 
of evil between physical and moral evils may not be applicable 
to the concept of duhkha, and when the concept is extended 
by the religious philosophers to include almost everything else 
in the world, the point of the distinction would be lost. What 
is more significant is that persistence of evil turns into the pro- 
blem of evil primarily in a monotheistic religion which enter- 
tains the concept of an omnipotent and benevolent God. Other- 
wise, "evil exists" does not raise by itself any philosophical 
problem or contradiction, save a practical problem of how to 
eliminate it or minimise it. The problem of evil, i.e., the philo- 
sophical problem has been expressed by Hume in his oft-quoted 
lines! : 


"Is He (God) willing to prevent evil, but not able? Then 
He is impotent. Is He able but not willing ? Then He is 
malevolent. Is he both able and willing ? Whence then is 
evil ?" 


A clear articulation of the problem of evil in this manner 
is found in the Brahmasütra 2.1.34, which I shall discuss pre- 
sently. In this connection, however, the "theological" argu- 
ments of the Buddhists and the Jainas of India are remarkable 
for clarity and boldness. Nagarjuna, for example, in his Twelve 
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Door Treatise (extant in Chinese Translation), formulated the. 
problem of evil to refute the existence of God (in Chapter X) : 
“If God is the maker of all things, why did He not create all 
happy or all unhappy? Why did He make some happy and 
others unhappy ?" (H. Cheng's Translation). I quote from 
.a ninth century text The Mahapurana of Jinasena? : 


“If God created the world, where was He before creation. 
If you say he was transcendant then, and needed no sup- 
port, where is he now ?" 

“If God created the world by an act of his own will, with- 
‘out any raw material. 

Then it is just his will and nothing else—and who will be- 
lieve this silly stuff ? 

If He is ever perfect and complete, how could the will to 
.create have arisen in Him ? 

If, on the other hand, He is not perfect, He could no more 
.create the universe than a potter could." 

“If out of love for living things, and their needs He made 
the world, why did He not make creation wholly blissful, 
free from misfortune ?" 

'" And God commits great sin in slaying the children whom 
He Himself created. 

If you say that he slays only to destroy evil beings, why 
«did he create such beings in the first place ?” 


we 


Here, therefore, a clear argument has been constructed to 
show that the concept of God the Creator, God the Perfect and 
God the wholly good runs contrary to the fact of evil and suffer- 
ing. In other words, these philosophers put their finger on the 
right place—the most perplexing and distracting problem for 
the theist. | 

The problem of evil is as old as the Hebrew Bible, if not 
older. In the Book of Job, when God's omnipotence as well 
-as benevolence was thought to be inconsistent with the persis- 
tense of evil, it was argued that one is not supposed to try to 
find out the “deep things” of God or to try to attain to the 
purpose of the Almighty (Job 11: 7)*. This came to be for- 
mulated later on as the famous principle of the incomprehen- 
sibilitv of God, which was supposed to resolve the problem of 
.evil. Spinoza, who accepted neither the traditional conception 
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of God nor the above resolution of the problem of evil, ridi-- 
culed the incomprehensibility principle as flying into the “asylum 
of ignorance”. 

A believer, however, would not find the incomprehensibi- . 
lity principle unsatisfactory for resolving the apparent contra- 
diction between the traditional conception of God and the per-- 
sistence of evil. There have been many modern sophisticated 
versions of the problem and its attempted resolutions. But the 
old defence is still sustained. As Professor Harry Wolfson puts. 
it in the mouth of his “hypothetical scriptural philosopher” : 


“Does anybody know of a better solution and is not resig- 
nation out of faith better than resignation out of despair ?” 


2.2. LOGICAL FORMULATIONS 


Aivin Plantinga formulates the problem of “traditional 
theism’ as follows? : 

(a) that God exists, 

(b) that God is omnipotent, 

(c) that God is omniscient, 

(d) that God is wholly good, and 

(e) that evil exists. 
J. L. Mackie points out that only three propositions would be 
sufficient to show the required contradiction that God is omni- 
potent, that God is good and that evil exists? ; this, however, 
will not generate contradiction immediately, for we need some 
additional premises, or “some quasi-logical rules" connecting 
the terms "good", “evil”, and “omnipotent”. First, good is to 
be taken to be opposed to evil, in such a way that a good thing. 
always eliminates evil as far as it can. Secondly, it should be 
entertained that there are no non-logical limits to what an omni- 
potent being can do. One has to say "non-logical" ; for, as 
St. Thomas pointed out, nobody expects God to square a circle. 
In this way, it would be obvious according to Mackie that if the 
first two of the theist’s propositions are true, the third must be 
false. Plantinga, however, has argued that the actual formula- 
tion of the additional premises required to show the contradic- 
tion would involve eventually a proposition that would entail 
something like the following: ‘“Someone’s bearing pain is never 
a good state of affairs". But the last according to Plantinga is 
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. moral judgement (I skip the elaborate formulation of Plan- - 
inga’s argument) and moral judgements of this type may not 
xe agreeable to the Theist (for counterexamples are easy to 
magine). Plantinga demands that the atheologian must pro- 
duce a proposition that is either necessarily true, or an, essential 
part of theism, or a consequent of such propositions. This 
means that the proposed contradiction in the theist’s position 
has not been shown. Such is the thrust of Plantinga’s elabo- 
rate argument. 

Plantinga has also argued that the a posteriori argument 
from the problem of evil—the argument that uses an empirical 
premise like "severe, protracted, involuntary human pain is a 
fact"—to show that theism is wrong, turns upon a disagreement 
between the parties (p. 129-30). This disagreement is about 
whether any good state of affairs outweighs protracted and 
severe human pain. This will be again a non-trivial moral 
judgement. This seems to me to hark back to the old prin- 
ciple of incomprehensibility. For we reach the impasse almost . 
at the same point. Seeing the predominance of protracted hu- 
man pain, the non-believer would claim that there cannot be 
any good state oí affairs that outweighs it, while the theist will 
say with a smile, "How do you know ?". 

Basil Mitchell's story of a stranger working with members 
of the resistance group (in an occupied country during war- 
time) illustrates the central issue in an admirable manner’. The 
partisan who believes the stranger to be on the side of the 
resistance, would not give up easily in the face of many con- 
trary evidence but if he is sane and reasonable in his belief, 
he will experience in himself the full force of the confiict. In 
Mitchell’s view the theologian, unlike his counterpart in Plan- 
tinga's picture, would not smilingly ask “How do you know ?" 
but rather "recognise the fact of pain as counting against the 
Christian doctrine; he will experience in himself the full force 
of the conflict but can still maintain his faith". For, of course, 
the non-believer can ask Plantinga's theologian a counter ques- 
tion. "At the personal level, if I do not know and will never 
know what a good state of affairs my present protracted, in- 
voluntary, severe pain is or entails, I can do without such good". 

There are several other ways by which the controversy 
over the problem of evil has rolled on over the ages. We have 
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the instrumentalist view of evil which holds, as Plantinga al- 
ready did as part of his argument, that evil is a means to good. 
In the present century (with the formulation of the scientific 
notion of “evolution”) we have another version from F. R. 
Tennant, which combines the evolutionary view of the universe 
with instrumentaiism? : evils are inevitable for the evolution of 
‘the best possible world’. Another way has been to use the 
notion of free will to resolve the problem. This has been much 
discussed in recent times, and finally we have J. L. Mackie’s 
formulation of the paradox of omnipotence to refute the Free- 
will defence of evil. 


2.3. SUFFERING VIEWED AS EVIL AND A 
PROBLEM : THE INDIAN PROBLEM 


My purpose here is to discuss the problem of duhkha 
viewed as equivalent to the problem of evil. In fact the pro- 
blem of duhkha is not generally presented as a problem in the 
Indian religions in the way the problem of evil is presented as 
a problem in the West. Duhkha is admitted as a fact that is 
given to us, and the problem is one of what to do about it, a 
practical one. It is not always seen as a theoretical or philoso- 
phical problem that needs conceptual explanation and argument 
to avoid or resolve alleged inconsistencies. I say here “not al- 
ways” deliberately to indicate that sometimes it has been seen 
as a problem in the same manner and discussed briefly, giving 
some succinct arguments which | shall discuss briefly here. But 
the main reason for not seeing it as a puzzling and a pressing 
problem was, perhaps, the fact that early Indian philosophers 
(a term which, as I use it, is inclusive of the Sramana and the 
bramana schools), did not always put forward the idea of an 
omnipotent and benevolent creator God as the central part of 
their faith or as an effective explanation of the origin of the 
universe. The Buddha and Jaina arguments that I have quoted 
. earlier presupposed a popular conception of a creator God to 
be found in the Puranas, etc. But hardly a philosophical text 
discusses the issue seriously. 

Let us now turn to the Indian problem of evil in relation 
to Indian monotheism. Some forms of Indian religious think- 
ang could be called monotheistic inasmuch as they conceive of 
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a transcendental personal being who is also called ‘creator’. But 
one word of caution. It is almost impossible to find a serious 
philosophic endorsement of the notion of a creation out of noth- 
ing by a transcendent omnipotent being. And this, as it will 
appear, is a very significant difference. 

In the Vai$esika theism, God is said to be the creator, in 
the sense of being an efficient cause after the model of a potter 
creating a pot out of pre-existent clay?. What is significant is 
that the world is said to be eternal in the sense that the consti- 
tuents of matter, the atoms, are indestructible and eternal and 
there is only periodic dissolution and creation with the interven- 
tion of Providence (cf. samjihirsa and sisrksa in PraSastapada). 
Human souls are also eternal and uncreated and they enjoy and 
suffer, depending on whether they act rightly or wrongly. God 
is supposed to be the distributor of justice, reward and punish- 
ment, and He creates the world accordingly. Creation means 
here the occasional bringing together of the material, indestruc- 
tible atoms to form the gross matter (which actually was dis- 
solved in the first place into their atomic constituents). Distri- 
bution of reward and punishment amounts to letting the souls 
enjoy and suffer in this world (and not in some hell or heaven), 
according to their acquired destiay of Karma. 

In early Vedanta, the attributeless Brahman can hardly be 
the creator God; it is the qualified Brahman or Isvara, who can 
be called the Lord as well as the creator. But sütra 2.1.32 
raises an objection : Why should God create at all in the first 
place since he does not have any need or want ?? The answer 
is given in the next sütra, saying that His creation is only a game 
or sport, a way to amuse Himself. Just as sport is a motiveless 
activity of a person who is already happy and fully satisfied, 
Creation is an over-flowing from the fullness of the joy of God. 
But the next sütra (2.1.34) raises a more interesting point. God 
by creating this world has created inequalities (vaisamya) and 
must also be guilty of cruelty for creating so much evil and 
suffering. The answer is given as follows: God creates de- 
pending upon the pre-existent destiny of man in the form of 
their potential Karmic residues. God is the general cause of 
creation in the way rainfall (cf. parjanya) is the general cause 
of the production of plants, trees and vegetation. Variations in 
creation are due to the varieties of other factors which are vari- 
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able. Neither Vaisesika nor Vedanta think that God's alleged 
omnipotence is incompatible with His dependence upon other 
factors in creation. It is probably allowed that He could have 
done otherwise and chose not to. Or, it may be argued that 
omnipotence is compatible with acting according to a rule or 
law. God in his creation abides by the law of Karma and 
avidya. This amounts to [if we do not feel comfortable with 
the law of Karma and avidya] saying that God's omnipotence 
is bound by ethico-causal and logical laws. Therefore, contrary 
to the general belief that the solution of the problem of evil, 
according to Vedanta, lies in its assertion that evil (and the 
world) is an illusion, it is clear from the above that both Ve- 
dànta and Vai$esika are prepared to accept that God's omni- 
potence is limited or even that God does not actually create 
this world and human souls, out of nothing. 

Logically, the solution suggested here seems to be beyond 
censure. Let us recall, for example, J. L. Mackie’s criticism 
of theism on thc basis of the problem of evil. The problem 
as Mackie sees it is a logical one—that of clarifying and' recon- 
ciling a number of beliefs. It becomes a problem only for those 
who believe “that there is a God who is both omnipotent and 
wholly good”. But an adequate solution would be possible 
not simply by denying God's omnipotence but also by making 
his creation. conditional upon another independent principle. 
One may retain the belief that God is wholly good but not (pro- 
bably) omnipotent in the sense of being capable of creating 
everything out of nothing. Human souls are not created, nor 
is their freedom as agents bestowed upon them by God. If, as 
most Indian philosophers argued, God is not made responsible 
for these two facts, then the problem of evil is logically resol- 
ved, although at the expense of seriously curbing His power or 
omnipotence. 

At this stage, however, an Indian theistic philosopher faces 
a two-pronged attack. One from the non-theist Indian philo- 
sophers, the Buddhists and the Jainas, and the other from, let 
us say, the theist philosophers of the Western variety. The non- 
theist asks, “Since you almost trivialise the role of God in crea- 
tion, and seriously encumber His omnipotence, do you still 
need Him to give an account of the universe ?" In other words, 
if the law of Karma and moral order is an absolute principle 
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and on par with the natural order and this is deemed indepen- 
dent of God, God’s role reduces to the administration of justice 
and allows men to enjoy and suffer according to their pre-des- 
tined Karma. The non-theist argues that one can then go a step 
further to make the moral order operative automatically and in- 
dependently in the distribution of justice. The western theist, 
on the other hand, says that if God’s power to create every- 
thing out of nothing is taken away, then it takes ‘Godness’ away 
from God, and the so-called theistic position of the above In- 
dian philosophers is in fact a camouflaged atheism. 

In reply, the Indian theist-philosopher argues that he is not 
trying to define God out of existence but only making His exis- 
tence compatible with the fact of evil. It is asserted that God 
is independent of the universe, but still not unrelated to it, His 
role being that of creator and preserver. There is hardly any 
agreement, even among the theists in the West, regarding the 
manner in which God created the world—whether it was in the 
way a potter makes a pot out of clay, or in the way a magician 
produces a rabbit out of nothing or an empty hat. The scrip- 
tural philosophers would insist that God created the world out 
of nothing (the magician-model) and implanted in it certain 
laws of nature by which it is governed. A counterpart of this 
theory, ie. creation out-of-nothing, is also found in the Indian 
tradition, in the Manusamhità,? Chapter 1, and somewhat am- 
-biguously in the Rg-Veda, Nasadiya Hymn. But most theist 
philosophers of India, for reasons of their own, preferred the 
potter-model, and argued that God created the world out of the 
pre-existent matter. 


2.4. GOD: THREE MODELS 


No matter whether we accept a magician-model or a pot- 
‘ter-model, both models seem to agree about the possibility of a 
transcendent creator. Even the traditional scriptural philoso- 
phers in the Judeo-Christian tradition were not unanimous about 
the magician-model (as Harry Wolfson has pointed out in his 
Religious Philosophy). But nevertheless, the idea of a trans- 
cendent creator ran into special problems about the limits of 
God's omnipotence, His infinitude and independence, both in 
India and in the West. Cf several paradoxes that such a con- 
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ception of God generates, one that is not directly related to the: 
problem of evil is: If God creates something (Nature) dis- 
tinguishable from Himself, the creation (Nature) seems to limit. 
His infinitude and perfection. For, according to Christian and. 
Jewish philosophers, God has implanted in his created world 
certain laws for His governance of the world, and this also. 
makes his position equivalent to a constitutional monarch but 
even this constitution he seems to have either inherited or con: 
sented to abide by. | 

Another paradox with this notion of a transcendent creator 
is that creation being a motivated act would imply some motive 
or wish-fulfillment on the part of the agent. Why did He will 
io create? To discern His divine plan is said to be the hardest 
thing and very few satisfactory answers are forthcoming from 
the theologians. The usual appeal is to the incomprehensibility 
thesis. Vedanta talks about an analogy with play or /ila, in 
the Indian context. This is a metaphor, but the point of a 
metaphor cannot easily be transculturally transmitted. Imagine 
a sovereign monarch who has no unfulfilled desire, no want, and 
no motive. This does not mean that he sits there completely 
inert and inactive. He indulges in games etc. but not because 
he wants some amusement, for that would imply a prior bore- 
dom which he wishes to avoid. He is not bored with himself. 
He might be indulging into games and other activities out of 
the fullness of his heart, out of the completeness of his joy. 
Motiveless participation in activity is conceivable. Appayya 
Diksita comments that a happy person smiles or hums a tune 
although he does not need to smile for he is already happy.'* 
It is unusual to ask for a motive or design or a purpose of his 
own behind God's creation. lt is His nature to create the 
world and to feel compassionate for the suffering humanity. He 
creates so that buman souls get a chance to act and improve 
their lot, a chance to be happy and make the world a better 
place. This is the concept of /ilá—a purposeless pastime issu- 
ing forth from the agents own nature—an activity that is harm- 
less and creates opportunity for others to enjoy. This /ilà is 
neither the competitive games of the Olympics not “the jokes" 
of the entertainment world. 

Lest the game-analogy be misunderstood, Samkara gives 
another analogy. He says that some of our activities are natural 
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to us, such as breathing in and out; there is no conscious pur- 
pose or motive behind. It is thus the nature of God to create 
out of his fullness and completeness. The Mdandukya karika 
says? : 
*Some say, the creation is for enjoyment, others contend, 
it is for play. It is but the nature of the Lord, for how 
can He who is fully satisfied have desire ?” 


2.5. THE SPIDER-MODEL 


Finding the concept of a transcendent creator paradoxical 
in many ways, some theologian-philosophers opt out for what 
is called emanationism, according to which God caused the 
world to emanate out of His own essence. As opposed to the 
potter-model or the magician-model, emanationism or the doc- 
trine of immanent causality can be described as offering a spider- 
model: God caused everything to emanate out of His own 
essence after the manner of a spider which spins its web out of 
itself. The analogy occurs probably first in the Upanisads, but 
adherents of tbe doctrine of emanation are many, among them 
the Vedàntists, Neo-platonists and Spinoza. Strictly speaking, 
both Spinoza's notion of God and the Vedanta notion of God 
should be distinguished from ordinary emanationism. But my 
point here is that the spider-model seems to catch the point they 
all agree in, for it avoids most of the logical perplexities asso- 
ciated with a transcendent creator, a personal God who by an 
act of will created the universe. For example, both Spinoza 
and his Vedàntic counterpart will agree that the world as well 
as the order (cf. ría) which we observe in it, is fixed and in- 
exorable; it is beginningless (anddi), i.e., it has so existed from 
eternity. 

This third conception of God seems to resolve many old 
logical problems (including the problem of evil) connected with 
the notion of a creator God. But since rational or logical ex- 
planation satisfies only our heads and not always our hearts, 
and is seldom compatible with our religious feelings or aspira- 
tions, this conception has not always been applauded by reli- 
gious people or theologians. Sometimes this conception has 
been branded as atheism in disguise. And it is well-known that 
Spinoza was excommunicated for his own scepticism about or- 
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thodox theism. But Spinoza’s criticism should not be confused 
with the Epicurean godlessness which explained the universe as 
originating out of the accidental collision of aimlessly drifting 
eternal atoms (Wolfson)? Spinoza was a rationalist, not an 
atheist. An Stuart Hamshire noted, the label of atheist earned 
by Spinoza was “so superficially absurd". 

Our spider-model is probably another example of the fai- 
jure of inter-cultural transmission of metaphors. David Hume, 
after ascribing the model to the Brahmanas (Hindus), com- 
ments that it "appears" ridiculous to Westerners, for “a spider 
is a little contemptible animal". After expressing his dissatis- 
faction, Hume, however, goes on to comment afterwards: “But 
still here is a new species of analogy, even in our globe" (Dia- 
Jlogues)?*. 

‘This modified concept of omnipotence, which our Indian 
theists were not unprepared apparently to curtail and curb, need 
not be taken to be too unfamiliar or strange. For evidently, 
both Maimonides and St. Thomas argued that God has no power 
over (logical) impossibilities. For example, it is contended 
that God cannot square a circle or produce a square whose dia- 
gonals are equal to its sides or make the past not to have been 
(Wolfson)?. The Indian theists would go a step further to 
claim that His creation and supervision of the world are for the 
benefit of souls and He follows the natural order as well as the 
moral order called the law of Karma. This apparent depen- 
dence upon something else besides Him does not, in their eyes, 
‘detract from or depreciate His power or ‘omnipotence’, for, it is 
argued, He has the power or ability to do it, or not to do it 
or to do it otherwise (cf. kartum akartum anyathakartum ca 
Saknoti). If He abides by logical laws, why should not he 
abide by moral and natural laws ? The problem of evil, in this 
way, is easily explained, first with reference to the law of Karma 
and avidya which are both beginningless, i.e., existing from 
eternity, and second, by making it consistent with the rather 
modified notion of omnipotent. If, however, the law of 
Karma appears to be baffling and inscrutable to us, mortals, 
who would want a satisfactory and finite explanation, it may 
be pointed out that inscrutability of the Providential decree 
seems to be no less baffling than that of Karma. In my opinion, 
they are alternative hypotheses, each of which is plausible. 
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I have discussed the alternative attempts at the solution of 
the paradoxicality, ie., the incompatibility of the fact of evil 
and suffering with our religious belief in God’s omnipotence and 
benevolence. But I do not claim one solution to be better than 
others. For it becomes a matter of the personal preference of 
the religious people whether to regard one as more credible 
than the others. 


2.6. RECENT DISCUSSIONS 


Recent discussions of the problem of evil have notably been 
influenced by J. L. Mackie’s challenging paper on Evil and 
Omnipotence?. “Can an omnipotent being make things which 
he cannot control?” This seems to be as paradoxical as ask- 
ing “can there be a barber who shaves all and only those who 
do not shave themselves?” Some theistic philosophers now 
argue that it is proper to give up the notion of omnipotence in 
the traditional sense and accept instead the notion of being 
almighty, i.e., the sense of having power over all things (Geach 
1973, “Omnipotence’ and Kenny in the God of the Philoso- 
phers)?. Kenny thinks that divine omnipotence, if it is to be 
a coherent notion, must be a "narrower" one “consisting in the 
possession of all logically possible powers which it is logically 
possible for a being with the aitributes of God to possess” (p. 
98). This narrower conception of divine omnipotence is how- 
ever formulated within a framework of Judeo-Christian theology 
and hence made apparently compatible with the creation of the 
universe out of nothing by a transcendent creator. One may 
even go further and talk about the even narrower conception of 
divine omnipotence as found in the Indian religious tradition 
where creation is out of the pre-existent matter according to the 
pre-existent law of nature and morality (Karma) by the agency 
of a benevolent almighty deity. I have illustrated varieties of 
theism or theistic beliefs. At the other end of the scale we find 
another variety of theism (let us call it theism, for that is how 
it is explained and understood) where the role of the benevo- 
lent deity is reduced to a minimum. This is the God of the 
Yogasitra, where God is only the final goal of our religious .life 
and spiritual aspirations??. He is described here as one realised 
by such persons as seek after Him; as for the rest of the universe 
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and our action with regard to it, He is said to be indifferent and 
unresponsive. God is even called here a perfect soul that is en- 
tirely unaffected by actions and troubles that affect souls like 
ours. Can he help us? Yes, only if we are trying to attain a 
similar perfection. Is God a soul or a person which has per- 
fected himself? I do not know the answer from the Yoga Sys- 
tem. But if the answer is yes, then we are not very far away 
from such non-theistic religions as Buddhism and Jainism. For 
the position of the Buddha or Mahàvira is not very different 
from this type of God, a being who perfected himself. By a 
curious and perhaps twisted argument we have completed a 
circle; we seem now to have rounded up our non-theistic reli- 
gions, Buddhism and Jainism, into the fold of what may be cal- 
led even “theism’’?*. 

Recent discussion of the problem of evil and God seems. 
to have many resonances of the past. I am tempted here to 
underline certain resonances particularly with reference to the 
classical Indian philosophical writings. The point of this exer- 
cise in parallelism is nothing more than to show probably that 
Nietzsche’s doctrine of the ‘eternal recurrence’ might have been 
right in at least one particular area (unsuspected by Nietzsche 
himself) : the area of philosophical theology. 

The Freewill Theodicy of St. Augustine (Book VII, See of 
the Confessions) has been challenged by Mackie by showing 
that it is logically inconsistent. Mackie's claim is roughly that 
God, if He were omnipotent could have created a world with 
free creatures who would always choose the good. Plantinga in 
his 1974 version of the Freewill Theodicy (God, Freedom and 
Evil, Harper Torchbook) argues that even if God is omnipo- 
tent and omniscient, it is still not within his power to create 
just any possible world. And as long as God’s properties do 
not logically entail that any free creature created by him does 
always what is right, it is possible that God with all his pro- 
perties in fact creates free creatures who sometimes do wrong. 
Freedom of the creature implies that he can choose between 
alternative courses of action. This implicitly states that the ac- 
tual world is not simply created by God alone but is in a ge- 
nuinely joint production of God and the free creatures He actua- 
lises. Eric Erikson?* once related a story about a Boston cler- 
gyman who congratulated a gardener saying “What a beautiful 
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garden you and God have created jointly!” The gardener, 
however, said in reply “Yes, but you should have seen how it 
‘was when it was left to God alone”. 

Contrary to the belief of most Indologists, the Freewill 
Theodicy is not an unknown concept in the Indian tradition. 
Sri Ramakrishna, the well-known Indian mystic of the nineteenth 
century, used to say “Man’s freedom is responsible for many 
evils in the world.” Free agents sometimes change their minds, 
act out of character. The upholders of Freewill Theodicy there- 
fore point out that each creaturely essence suffers from what 
Plantinga calls a “‘transworld depravity” such that no matter 
which circumstances God might provide as a context for action, 
a free creature would perform at least one morally wrong ac- 
tion. The thrust of the argument is that God in spite of his 
omnipotence cannot create a perfect world with free creatures 
who can do no wrong. 

It is possible that a free creature would perform at least 
one morally wrong action. But must he perform at least one 
morally wrong action? I think not. For it is also possible 
that he would not perform any morally wrong action. It is 
certainly not logically impossible for free persons to contingently 
choose always what is right. It would be also irreligious to 
claim that a creature if free must perform at least one morally 
wrong action. Plantinga’s Theodicy appeals to the proposition 
that God cannot create free agents and then not let them exer- 
cise it and also with his omnipotence and omniscience take steps 
to prevent wrongdoing. Just as from the concept freedom, it 
does not necessarily follow that a free creature would act at 
least once in a morally wrong way, it does not also necessarily 
follow that he would not act rightly always. 

Plantinga in God and other Minds (p. 132) propounds a 
view that is also not uncommon in ordinary discussion of The- 
ism: God with his foreknowledge sees that in the world he is 
about to create with free agents good would outweigh evil and 
‘with this assurance He sets himself to the task of creation. This 
tries to meet such criticisms as that God took a big chance in 
creating a world with free agents for there was no assurance of 
the net results being good. Since God is good, the criticism 
continues, He should not gamble; why then did He create ? The 
Plantinga type of answer to this criticism presupposes (a) that 
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God in spite of His omniscience and omnipotence is limited as 
regards his ability to secure always right action by his creatures: 
or to secure non-action of wrong and (b) that He therefore 
settles for a favourable balance. Since we have argued above 
that it is possible for free creatures to choose always to do what 
is right, it is also presupposed here that God is limited in His 
power to actualise (create) this possibility. If this argument 
has been so far right, then we are getting “awfully” close to the 
Indian variety of Theodicy of freewill. The “free creature” 
possibilities (creatures who may not do anything wrong) are not 
created by God. In fact one has to admit that such possibili- 
ties do not exist or if they. exist, they are very, very rare. What 
is more important is that God does not create possibilities of 
free creatures, or such creaturely essences (- souls ?), at all. He 
simply lets such pre-existent possibilities be actualised with, as 
it were, a divine nod (as Prasastapada claims in his description 
of creation by Mahe$vara). And each creaturely essence is 
affected by a two-fold depravity, not exactly a “transworld de- 
pravitv' as Plantinga would like to call it, but an ingrained mis- 
conception as regards what is good (compare the Indian notion 
of “beginningless avidya’’) and an ingrained freedom or ten- 
dency to act freely under such misconception (compare the In- 
dian notion of Karma which is also said to be “beginningless’’). 

Such implications of Freewill Theodicy need not be consi- 
dered too farfetched. Nelson Pike, for example, has drawn 
some similar conclusions from his criticism of Plantinga’s argu- 
ment?, Pike has illustrated his argument with a new parable 
of Edam and the mouse-set. In his Edam story, he deliberately 
makes God not responsible for the creation of the mouse-set 
(i.e. person-set). God found it, nor is He responsible for making 
the mouse choose to run a course (readers are invited to read 
the parable and see how the above implications would be 
drawn). 

Kenny, while pointing out unmistakable similarity of Plant- 
inga's position with the Freewill Defence of Molinism (due to 
Luis de Molina) of the sixteenth century, has argued convin- 
cingly that this version of the Freewill Defence is incoherent, for 
no coherent account seems possible of His foreknowledge and 
indeterminism (p. 51-71). Kenny, also examining the compa- 
tibility of determinism and foreknowledge, concludes'* : 
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“If God is to have infallible knowledge of future human 
actions, then determinism must be true. If God is to escape 
responsibility for human wickedness, then determinism must 
be false. Hence in the notion of a God who foresees all 
sins but is the author of none, there lurks a contradiction.” 


John Stuart Mill argued for the notion of a deity that na- 
tural theology would lead up to: “a being of great but limited 
power....of great and perhaps unlimited intelligence, ... who 
desires, and pays some regard to, the happiness of his creatures, 
but who seems to have other motives of action which he cares 
more for, and who can hardly be supposed to have created the 
universe for that purpose alone.”  (Theism, 1887, p. 194). 
Kenny quotes this passage of Mill with approval and comments 
that certainly none of his own arguments would rule out the 
existence of such a deity. He also says that such a deity of 
natural religion differs no more than the deity of the philoso- 
phers does from the God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob. Kenny 
then goes on to deal with another interesting problem: that of 
conceivability of a disembodied intelligence whose sphere of - 
operation is the whole universe; Kenny’s. discussion of the notion 
of a disembodied mind is reminiscent of a similar discussion 
by Udayana in his most celebrated work on rational theology 
in Indian tradition, Nyadyakusumdfijali.2’ 


The list of divine attributes that Mill submits as admissible 
in natural theology is very significant from the point of view of 
the Indian theologians. I have already pointed out the limita- 
tions that Naiyàyikas would admit to God's power and know- 
ledge. Udayana explicitly argues for a deity whose power and 
knowledge must be immeasurably superior to those of human be- 
ings (asmadddinam asambhavàt, etc.). The purpose of creation 
'is again said to be either compassion (cf. Pra$astapada) for the 
beings or ila (divine, disinterested play out of the fullness of 
joys—as in Brahmasütra) or both. This is not very far from 
Mill's characterisation : *Who desires, and pays some regard to, 
ihe happiness of his creatures, but who seems to have other mo- 
tives of action which he cares more for, and who can hardly 
be supposed to have created the universe for that purpose 
alone." 

Kenny has pointed out that “iraditionally faith was faith 
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in God as saviour, not as creator" (p. 127). If I extend this 
comment to mean that faith in creator-God is dispensable then 
some of the notions of God envisioned by the Indian religions 
will not be entirely outlandish, for each of these religions can 
be seen as a soteriological system with a common assumption 
about the “problems of life" from which salvation, freedom, is 
sought after; allowing, of course, a variety of interpretations of 
the final goal that is being sought after. 


1. 
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3. SCEPTICISM 


Some discussion of scepticism forms an integral part of any phbilo- 
sophy of religion. As A. Kenny has noted (The God of the Philoso-- 
phers) : 

“The demonstration that the very notion of God is incoherent is 

itself a successful piece of natural theologizing." (p. 4). 

The problem of evil, as we have seen, raises serious sceptical doubts . 
about the coherence of theism. But this religious scepticism can 
also be seen as part of a more general form of scepticism, philosophical 
scepticism, which deals with the anomaly of asserting any belief, and 
the universal possibility of illusion regarding the existence of anything. 
In this lecture I shall deal with the Indian version of this philosophical 
scepticism. It will be noted how the negative dialectic was used to 
derive sceptical conclusions, or rather to maintain the “non-assertive” 
stance of the pure sceptic. A special notion of refutation/negation is . 
developed in support of this stance. It is also shown here how this 
sceptical trend was in accord with not only the position of the mate- 
rialists or agnostics, who reject everything except matter, but also, and 
curiously enough, the position of the mystics who underline the limita- 
tion of logic and hope for direct illumination about the truth. Scepti- 
cism, in this way, was in line with the religious mysticism of India. 


3.1. INTRODUCTION 


A philosophical sceptic is not an iconoclast or an aggressor 
into the Temple of Truth, but because of his extreme concern 
for truth—a concern which may be sometimes out of propor- 
tion—he is reluctant to accept anything less. He persists in 
seeking and probing, and hence takes the position of a critic 
vis-a-vis a philosopher. A philosopher, let us imagine, is one 
who tries to expound or defend a view about the world, or the 
way the world is or appears to be. Philosophers are usually 
not sceptics, although scepticism forms undoubtedly an import- 
ant part of philosophic activitv in almost all ages everywhere. 
Indeed, philosophy todav is more commonly understood as a 
kind of activity, and sceptical questions and doubts supply the 
vital moving force of such activity. 

It is difficult to define scepticism. But some broad char- 
acterisations are possible. If the word 'sceptic simply meant, . 
as it has sometimes been claimed (e.g. by R. G. Bury), an ‘in-- 
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quirer' or 'invetigator', then many, if not all, philosophers would 
have fallen into this category. But obviously the word is used 
in a more specific sense. A critical philosophical attitude, if 
it is consistently maintained throughout, may be called scepti- 
cism. But the word certainly has acquired a negative connota- 
tion. A sceptic cannot accept validity of any knowledge-claim, 
any truth or probability-claim. The spirit of scepticism can be 
carried on to the fields of morality, religion and politics. And 
in such cases, the concern of the sceptic is not so much with 
truth as with the justification or rightness of certain principles, 
concepts or ideas. Scepticism seems to have aligned itself with 
pessimism as well as ‘passivism’. It is difficult, though not im- 
possible, for a sceptic, in the sense I am concerned with here, 
to be also an optimist or a political activist or a revolutionary. 
On the positive side, however, a sceptic may be characterized 
as a seeker of truth, if anything, as a conformist in practice with 
the prevailing social and political norms. A sceptic can also 
be, as I shall argue, mystically inclined as well as be a dialec- 
tician or a 'sophist in a non-pejoraüve sense. He may be like 
a well-armed man, always on guard and ready for fight, but 
never provoking any. Or, he may be a man who renounces 
contention, for “‘philosophic problems," for him, “completely 
disappear" a la Wittgenstein.? 

Who among philosophers deserves to be called a sceptic 
or be said to hold a sceptical position? In the Indian context, 
we cali mention Sañjaya and a few other sramanas, who were 
contemporaries of the Buddha. In the history of Western 
Thought, Sextus Empiricus (c. 200 A.D.) is often regarded as 
the most well-known of those who call themselves sceptics. I 
shall try to give an outline of Safijaya’s thought and discuss the 
nature, aim and method of the Indian sceptical tradition which, 
in my opinion, set the background for the development of In- 
dian philosophic thought. In developing the position of Indian 
scepticism, I shall draw mainly from the writings of three differ- 
ent philosophers, Nagarjuna (c. 150 A.D.), Jayarasi (c. 800 A.D.) 
and Sriharsa (c. 1100 a.D.). These three philosophers come 
from three different philosophic traditions of India. The first 
represented the Madhyamika Buddhists, the second was either 
a crude materialist or an agnostic, and the third was an Advaita 
Vedantin (a mystic). But in spite of this difference, there was 
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.an affinity in their styles of philosophizing, an agreement that 
was noted and even defended by the last-named philosopher, Sri- 
harsa? This style is what I shall call scepticism in Indian 
philosophy and once we have understood the peculiar nature 
of this scepticism, its difference from (and agreement, if any, 
with) other forms of philosophic scepticism found in the West, 
will be clear. 

A philosophic position is hardly considered as established 
. or vindicated unless it has answered its critics and responded to 
the objections of its opponents. In the Indian tradition, the 
. opponents’ criticisms and objections are usually grouped under 
the rubric purvapaksa. To build up a pürvapaksa has been the 
general practice, sometimes followed too meticulously, in almost 
all systematic pbilosophic writings of India since the first cen- 
tury A.D. It has also been argued that if the páürvapaksa is not 
properly understood, the philosophers own position will hardly 
make any sense. The opponent usually holds a different view, 
disagreeing with the philosopher, and records his disagreements 
giving some reason or counter-argument. But sometimes the 
opponent may simply disagree and refute the proposition of the 
philosopher without holding any particular doctrine of his own. 
And if he succeeds in doing so (and this is an important ‘if, 
as we will see presently) he can be called a sceptic in our sense. 
Instead of playing the role of an opponent, a sceptic-philosopher 
may himself put all the other philosophers in the opposite camp 
and then indulge in the art of refutation. Refutation of a phi- 
losophic position usually implies acceptance of its negation i.e., 
a counter-position. But a sceptic cannot maintain his scepti- 
cism by assenting to a counter-position. Hence he has a duty 
to disagree with both a position and its counter-position, assign- 
ing reasons in both cases. In other words, he suspends judge- 
ment in favour of either. lt is, however, not easy to maintain 
such a position, for a sceptic has to be well conversant with the 
art of philosophic debate. Scepticism can be sustained only by 
. one who is also a master debater, a dialectician. He has to em- 
ploy skilfully his pro-arguments as well as contra-argument so 
that his sceptical position, if it is a position at all, would remain 
uncompromised. For any pro-argument for a proposition or a 
-.doctrine, he has to find an equally strong contra-argument so 
: that the tug-of-war of pro's and con’s comes to a standstill and 
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balances one another. It is, therefore, obvious that such scep- 
ticism can hardly flourish in a milieu where the art as well as 
the theory of disputation or dialectic has not reached a well- 
developed form. 


3.2. SANJAYA 


Professor H. Ui describes Safijaya’s philosophy as a scep- 
ticism on the one hand and a primitive step towards the criticism 
of knowledge on the other (Vaisesika Philosophy).* This assess- 
ment of Safijaya seems to me to be fairly correct. Safijaya was 
a philosophical sceptic and there were many others at the time 
of the Buddha and the Mahavira. ‘This tradition must have 
been the precursor of the later-day scepticism as reflected in 
the writings of Nagarjuna, Jayarasi and Sriharsa. Safijaya was 
sceptical about certain knowledge claims, viz. about the cer- 
tainty claimed by other sramanas and bramanas (who for the 
Western audience were described by the Greeks as “gynmos- 
phists") regarding moral and metaphysical matters. Typical 
questions asked in those days were: “What is right and what 
is wrong ?” “Is there an afterlife ?" and "Is there a soul ?" And 
generally the sceptics argued that it is impossible to know cor- 
rect answers to such questions.? 


It is clear that these early Indian sceptics attached higher 
value to moral development and final salvation. In spite of 
their scepticism, they apparently believed or maintained that it 
is usually wrong or reprehensible to make false claims, whether 
knowingly or unknowingly. The Jaina canonical literature, as 
H. Jacobi pointed out, argued that these sceptics believed that 
not knowlelge mut tapas was necessary for salvation of final 
beatitude.^ In this respect, therefore, they differed from the 
Greek sophists and resembled the kind of sceptic described by 
Sextus, who resorted to their epoché (suspension of judgement) 
to gain the state of unperturbedness or ataraxia. Sextus says :' 


"the man who determines nothing as to what is naturally 
good or bad neither shuns nor pursues anything eagerly; 
and, in consequence, he is unperturbed." 


In the Indian context, however, these sceptic recluses were com- 
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mitted to the ascetic way of life and practised austerities (tapas) 
to achieve quietude. 

The early Indian sceptics were somewhere in the midway 
between the Greek sophists and the Greek sceptics. The early 
canonical literature of Buddhism aud Jainism bears witeness to 
the fact that these sceptics were astute debaters. Oldenberg put 
the point nicely in his outstanding book on The Buddha (Lon- 
don, Ir. W. Holms, 1882) : 


“Certain phenomena which developed themselves in the 
busy bustle of the ascetic and philosophizing circles, may 
be described as a species of Indian sophistic; wherever a 
Socrates appears, sophists cannot fail to follow. The con- 
dition under which these scphistic arose were quite similar 
to those which gave birth to their Greek counterpart.... 
there followed Gorgiases, and Protagorases, and a whole 
host of ingenious species, somewhat frivolous virtuosi, 
dealers in dialectic and rhetoric.’ 


We may discount, to some extent, the enthusiasm of Olden- 
berg for the comparison of East and West, and dispute whether 
the sophists followed Socrates or it was the other way around. 
Jt may also be noted that the Socratic elenchus or dialectic was, 
at least in Plato’s version, an improved and philosophically res- 
pectable form of argument developed from the art of disputa- 
tion of the Sophists. But the general point of Oldenberg’s com- 
parison can still be sustained, as the later history of the art of 
philosophic disputation in India shows. | 

The Indian sophists, unlike their Greek counterparts, did 
not go to the extent of teaching the art of debate and rhetoric 
to the rich young men in exchange of money. Nor did they 
*meddle" into politics or public affairs of the government. Their 
concern was more spiritual, moral and religious. It is also 
arguable whether they were inclined to win a debate at any cost 
and resorted to what Sextus has called “the trickster of reason”. 
But it was an age when participation in philosophic or religious 
debates was almost unavoidable. This must have been the 
reason for Safijaya to develop a technique of argumentation in 
order to avoid not only defeat but also assertion of any nega- 
tive proposition. A sceptic, as I have already noted, must re- 
main well-armed with an arsenal of arguments, that would be 
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„designed to allow him to refuse either to affirm or to deny any- 
thing. Therefore it is not unnatural that Safijaya would adopt 
an attitude of "non-assertion" with the help of what is called 
the five-fold negation of a position : (1) “Not so", (2) “Not 
thus”, (3) “Not otherwise”, (4) “Not not so”, (5) “Not no to 
not sc”. The upshot of this rather clumsy negation and 
double negation was, as I said, nothing but to keep their atti- 
tude of “non-assertion” unharmed or unperturbed. If Safjaya 
started this use of double-edged negation, Nagarjuna perfected 
it with his tetralemmas, dilemmas, reductios, (prasanga). 


4 


3.3. NAGARJUNA 


Nagarjuna took the position of a critic against the pramana 
theory, by which is meant a philosophical position that roughly 
claims that we can discover and describe the way the world is 
with the help of our accredited means of knowing, i.e., prama- 
nas. I shall briefly develop the theme which engaged Nagar- 
juna (in his Vv.) with the help of an imagined dialogue between 
a critic and a philosopher.? 

If we claim that we can discover and describe the way the 
world is, or the way we believe that the world is, with the help 
of our means of knowing, we have to have these means at our 
disposal, ie. available to us. Not only that. We have to 
know or recognize that those are the means that we have. Other- 
"wise we might have money in the pocket but if we are unaware 
of it, we cannot use it for any purpose. To make the means 
available to us we have to make them effective. A means is not a 
means unless it does something. To make it effective, then 
we have to know that it is available. The critic at this stage 
points out that if you allow this much, then the means of know- 
ing are themselves turned into ‘objects’ of knowing. A pra- 
mana is turned into a prameya. A means is transformed into 
an end, and to achieve that end we need further means. This 
argument is called in Sanskrit pramdnatvdasiddhi. 

Our philosopher may argue that there is no fatal fault that 
is conceded here, for we do need to prepare the tools before 
we can make a table with them. But the critic sees here an 
opening that, he thinks, will lead us eventually to regressus ad 
infinitum. For certainly, our philosopher is not going to say, 


48 Logical and Ethical Issues of Religious Belief 


when his means turns into an end needing another means, that 
the end is its own means, or contrarily, the means is its own 
end. If he does say so, we can examine his position separately 
(for which see below). But, if, as he says, the means to estab- 
lish the means of knowing does stand itself in need of being 
established, then we are bound to regress to infinity. In Indian. 
dialectics, this is called the fault of anavastha (in Sanskrit), 
which in effect amounts to an infinite regress. In other words, 
it means we are on a slippery ground, slipping ever backwards. 
without stopping. One is reminded of the well-known ‘“dog- 
flee” verse : 


Each dog has its own back a little flee to bite him, 
And on that flee another fiee and so ad infinitum. 


There is an old village parable about a witch-doctor in 
Bengal, who was a successful exorcist because he used to exor- 
cise any person or thing possessed of the evil spirit with the help 
of a few handfuls of mustard seeds. Now the evil spirit, in. 
order to baffle the exorcism, one day entered into those seeds 
themselves. If the means of knowing are turned into ‘objects’ 
of knowing, I think, a similar situation arises with our philoso- 
pher who wanted to establish ‘objects’ through ‘means’. As. 
‘Russell has said about such a paradox: 


“ ,. the process is like trying to jump on the shadow of 
your head” (My Philosophical Development, p. 82). 


Our philosopher may say at this point that there has been 
a serious misunderstanding. For, of course, to prepare tools 
we may need some further tools. But we need not regress to 
infinity. There is a “cut-off” point. We can prepare our first 
set of tools with our hands which, then, function as tools, but 
we do not need any further tools to prepare them. For they 
are "given" to us. We are born with them and we grow up 
with them. Similarly we have inborn faculties, faculties (indri- 
yas) which help us to see, to know. There are therefore means 
(of knowing), for which we do not need any further means. 

Alternately, taking a lead form Aksapada Gotama, we can 
change the imagery and say that we need light to see other 
things, but we do not need further light to see that light itself. 
Imagine a pitch dark room where nothing, no furniture, is 
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visible. Put on the lamp and everything is revealed (becomes 
visible) thereby. Although the lamp itself forms part of the 
furniture, do we use another lamp to reveal it? The answer 
is no, and therefore, our philosopher argues that for revealing 
‘objects’ we need the ‘means’, but for revealing the ‘means’ we 
do not need any further ‘means’. 

Our critic may, however, continue the debate. The philo- 
sopher may avoid, in the above manner, the fatal regress to in- 
finity, but there arise some serious questions which will make 
him still vulnerable. First he has obviously introduced, in the 
course of his argument, a dichotomy, by marking off one set of 
items as ‘means’ and the other set as ‘objects’ (prameya). Such 
a dichotomy must be based upon a dichotomizing principle. 
Since the above argument is essentially based upon this dicho- 
tomy it is incumbent upon our philosopher to explain this dicho- 
tomy and to spell out the difference between the first set and 
the second. As Nagarjuna insisted : viSesa-hetus ca vaktavyah. 
(“And the reason, for such differentiation, should be stated”). 
What singles out the ‘means’ from the ‘objects’? What singles 
out the exploiter from the exploited ?': 


What exactly is being asked here? The philosopher has. 
to answer satisfactorily why a member of the first set behave 
differently from that of the second set, why one, for example, 
does not stand in need of being established or revealed to us. 
by a ‘means’ while the other does. What accounts for this differ- 
ence of behaviour among things? It will not be a good ex- 
planation to say that it is the nature of one kind of ‘things’ to. 
reveal and that of the other to be revealed, for that will be: 
hardly more helpful than saying, as we have already said, that 
one set comprises the ‘means’ while the other set the ‘objects’. 
For, in philosophy appeal to the nature of things is almost as 
gocd, (or as bad), if not more reputable, as appeal to whims 
or the Providence. 

Nagarjuna criticized the ‘light’ analogy as followes : 

“It may be said--my ‘means’ of knowing establishes both 

itself and the other. As it has been said: Fire (ie., the 

light) reveals itself in the. same way as it does others. The ` 

‘means’ likewise establishes itself and the others...In re- 

ply we say: (verse 34) This analogy is improper. Fire 
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does not reveal itself. For unlike the pot, fire is not seen 
to be unrevealed in darkness ... If it were the case that 
just as the pot is first revealed by fire while it lies in dark- 

*. ness and afterwards being revealed by fire (light) it is per- 

*" ceived, similarly fire being unrevealed by fire first lie in 
darkness and afterwards it is revealed by fire itself, then 
it would happen that fire reveals itself. But this is not 
so". 1? 


The source of Nagarjuna’s light-analogy is recorded in the Nya- 
yasütra 2.1.19, which cites the analogy of the lamp-light. In 
reply to the objection raised in NS. 2.1.18 that if a ‘means’ is 
not revealed by another 'means' it remains forever unrevealed 
or unestablished to us, it says, “it is established like the lamp- 
light.” If this means that a ‘means’ is to be regarded as self- 
revealing like the lamp-light, then Nagarjuna’s criticism of this 
analogy as being wrong and confusing applies here. 


NS. 2.1.19, however, presents an exegetical problem.? For 
it is not in accord with the prevailing view of the later Nyàya 
school. The standard Nyàya view is that a ‘means’ (pramana) 
is not self-revealing but needs another ‘means’ to reveal itself. 
his position is formulated in technical Sanskrit as that a 
‘means’ or even a cognitive event called knowing is not self- 
validating but validated by another (not svatah but paratah pra- 
manya). Commentators like Vatsyayana, therefore, tried to in- 
terpret this sutra to make it compatible with the standard Nyaya 
view. 


Vatsyayana explained that the light of the lamp becomes 
a ‘means’ when it is an aid to an act of perception of a visible 
object, but the same lamp-light becomes itself an ‘object’ of 
another perception caused by its contact with the sense of sight. 
That is to say, the light is a ‘means’ when it helps us to see an 
"object and an ‘object’ when it is itself seen. It is also argued 
by Vatsyàyana that the light is an ‘object’ not only of perception 
but also of inference or even other type of cognitive event. For 
example, the light (ie. the presence of light) is inferable on 
the basis of the visibility of other ‘objects’, and hence it be- 
comes an ‘object’ of inference.  Vàtsyayana's own example was 
slightly different. ^ However, the point is nevertheless made 
that it is perfectly natural for a ‘means’ to be revealed by ano- 


Scepticism 51 


ther ‘means’ just as the lamp-light as a ‘means’ reveals other 
things and is also revealed as an ‘object’ by another perception. 
This process need not regress to infinity. For it is not essen- 
tial for every ‘means’ to be known or revealed to us first be- 
fore it can act as à ‘means’. We see with our eyes, the sense 
of sight, but we cannot see the sense itself. We can infer that 
ihe sense of sight (the eye) exists in us from the fact that we 
can see, but the fact of seeing does not depend upon our know- 
ing of the sense of sight. To refute the previous analogy, in 
order to use the money in my pocket I would have to know 
that I have the money there, büt in order to use my ear-organ, 
sense of hearing, to hear a noise, I do not have to know first 
(except under some unusual circumstances) that this is my sense 
of hearing. We do not say to ourselves before we can hear, 
for example, *I have a sense of hearing, let me use it." 

Nagarjuna rejects the analogy between light and the ‘means’ 
of knowing, but it is not difficult to see that he does not succeed 
completely in this rejection. For what does he mean when he 
claims that light does not reveal itself? Is it, according to 
him, meaningless to say that light reveals itself ? Further, if 
light does not reveal itself, does it simply mean that it is re- 
vealed by something else? Or, is it revealed at all? Or, is 
it not revealed at all? Probably it will be claimed by Nagar- 
juna that it does not make any sense to say that light is re- 
vealed. For the expression “light is revealed” may  pre-sup- 
pose a prior existence of light before its revelation. 

Our philosopher may concede the point. It is truly an 
awkward formulation. “Light reveals objects” simply means, 
let us recognize, “There is revelation of objects.” It is only a 
Stylistic device to separate in thought and language agent, ac- 
tion and the object-patient. Similarly one may say that “there 
is light” also means simply “there is revelation of objects”. But 
if this is conceded then our philosopher argues that the state- 
ment that the means of knowing reveals or establishes the ob- 
ject is similarly a convenient linguistic/stylistic device. If this 
is so, then Nagarjuna has raised a meaningless question to con- 
fuse the issue. He attacked the proposition, viz. ‘the objects 
are established/revealed by the means’ by raising the question : 
what then does establish or reveal those ‘means’? The ques- 
tion here undoubtedly presupposes that the statement “X reveals 
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or establishes the means of knowledge” is at least a significant 
statement whatever X may be. But if, as a Nàgàrjunian has 
argued, the statement “Light reveals/establishes light (itself)", 
is regarded as meaningless so that the analogy between the light 
and the ‘means’ of knowing would have to be rejected, then 
the statement “so-and-so reveals/establishes the ‘means’ of 
knowing” can be equally regarded as meaningless or a vacuous. 
statement. This implies that Nagarjuna himself has lost the 
ground (the ‘presupposition’) for raising the question he has 
raised. It may be only a stylistic variation to say that the 
‘means’ reveals itself just as one says ‘light reveals itself’. A 
Nagarjunian may say that we make a ‘category mistake’ if we 
claim to say that light reveals itself, for we are warranted to 
say only that there is light (here/now). If, however, ‘light 
reveals itself’ is only a stylistic variation of ‘there is light’, then 
the charge of category mistake is neutralized. But similarly, 
“the ‘means’ reveals itself’ can be claimed with equal force to 
be a stylistic variation for saying “there is a ‘means’ of know- 
ing”, or “a ‘means’ of knowing has occurred.” 

The above does not answer, however, at least two other 
crucial questions that Nagarjuna has raised. First, if the ‘means’ 
does not need any further ‘means’ in order to be established or 
revealed, then it contradicts our philosopher’s original position 
(cf. Hiyate vadah), ie., everything, every ‘object’ (which must. 
include the ‘means’ too, for what else the means would be if 
they are not also ‘objects’, i.e. do not constitute the “furniture” 
of reality ?) is revealed or established by some means or other. 
Second, if the ‘objects’ and the ‘means’ are so radically different 
from each other, as is implied by the philosophers position 
above, then how can one account for this radical difference (cf. 
vaisamikatva) ?'5 

Nagarjuna was, however, not a sceptic, but a Buddhist, al- 
though he used the sceptical method in the above manner to 
refute any proposed philosophica! view about reality. If scep- 
ticism is treated as a philosophical attitude rather than a theory, 
and perhaps consistency demands that we take scepticism in this 
way, then Nagarjuna is in the company of a number of other 
philosophers in the Indian tradition, such as Safijaya before him, 
and Jayarasi and Sriharsa who followed him. Each of these 
four belonged to such separate schools as Buddhism, Vedanta, 
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Ajñāna and Materialism, but shared, as I have already claimed, 
a common philosophic methodology which I have called 
scepticism. I have remarked earlier that Indian’ scepticism is 
distinguishable from modern Western scepticism or even from 
the old Greek scepticism. However, similarities among these 
different forms of scepticism are obvious. For example, a cri- 
tique of the possibility of knowledge, among other things, form- 
ed an essential part of such a philosophical activity. 

The Indian sceptic, in one sense, is closer in spirit and in 
method to the Greek sceptic, than to his Cartesian counterpart. 
Modern Scepticism, as Hume understood it, is “a necessary pre- 
parative to the study of philosophy”..* A Cartesian sceptic 
therefore hopes to reach “truth” or certainty, i.e. an indubitable 
and incorrigible basis for his knowledge. Russell echoes a simi- 
lar view when he claims that Descartes’ ‘methodical doubt,” 
which consists roughly in doubting whatever seemed doubtful, 
constitutes the essence of philosophic activity, for this leads to 
the knowledge of the existence of our sense data, which, accor- 
ding to him, appear to be indubitable." The tradition of Carte- 
sian scepticism, if it can be called scepticism at all, leads more 
often than not, to philosophical subjectivism, or phenomenalism. 
Indian scepticism is, on the contrary, more general. It is more 
non-committal and mcre dialectically oriented. Neither Nagar- 
juna nor Sanjaya, for example, supported any ontology or doc- 
trines such as subjectivism or phenomenalism. True, in the 
Buddhist tradition, both before and after Nàgàrjuna, a sort of 
phenomenalism and subjectivism developed and persisted. But 
it is significant that the Indian sceptics we have chosen here 
to deal with, carefully and systematically avoided adherence to 
any such doctrines in their argumentation. 

Nagarjuna faces the challenge that if he is sceptical of each 
philosophical theory of reality because it suffers from some in- 
adequacy and inconsistency, or contains some latent contradic- 
tion, then that position itself becomes another philosophical 
theory of reality and therefore, following his own method, that 
proposition can be shown to be self-contradictory. In other 
words, if he says every being is empty of its own-being, then 
that proposition itself loses its own being and therefore becomes 
empty. In reply, Nagarjuna says that he has no proposition to 
defend; if he had any, he would be guilty of the fault that is 
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being ascribed to him. He is pleased with the situation of hav- 
ing no proposition to defend.2® Safijaya has been accused in. 
the Pali canons, as belonging to “those recluses and brahmins 
who wriggle like eels (or like beanstalks, cf. amara-vikkhepika).” 
For being asked such questions as "Is there an after-life ?” 
“Will this being survive ?" “Is there any result of good or bad 
actions ?” “Is there no result of good and bad actions ?" 
Safijaya and his followers try to avoid giving any definite answer 
by conducting the debate in a peculiar manner.  Saíijaya would 
say, “I do not say yes, or it is so. Nor do I say it is thus. Nor 
do I say it is otherwise. Nor do I say no. Nor do I deny the 
denial i.e., say no to no." This, of course, results in scepticism 
as regards the possibility of knowing any answer to these ques- 
tions. 

The Buddhist canons describe Safijaya and his followers 
on the one hand as dull and stupid and on the other hand re- 
cognize them as well-known and famous recluses having a num- 
ber of followers (nato, yasassi, samghi, gani). Their method 
of debate may be reminiscent of the Greek sophists as well as. 
Plato’s denouncement of them. But it is clear, as I have al- 
ready noted, that unlike the Greek sophists, these recluses did 
not debate for gathering money and fame and thereby earning 
livelihood. They adopted this method of debate because they 
believed, as the Pali texts inform us, that to claim to have known 
answers to such questions, when they did not, would be a false 
claim and hence morally wrong. “If not knowing it is thus or 
so, I assert it is thus and so, I make a false claim," says Sañ- 
jaya. To make a false claim is morally wrong, it creates ‘per- 
turbation’ (vyaghata) and puts a hindrance to mental peace 
which should be the goal of all seekers after truth. 

In sum, Nagarjuna shows that the generally accepted style 
of philosophizing, called the pramana theory, involves at best 
a distortion and at worst a falsity. Hence it should be dis- 
carded or be recognized as what it is, a fabrication, a conveni- 
ent myth (cf. samvrti), the value of which lies only in making 
our life work smoothly and intersubjective communication suc- 
cessful. Beyond this point, however, Nagarjuna parts company 
with the sceptics. Along with the sceptics, he says that the 
(dogmatic) philosopher is faced with only two unsavoury de- 
vices. Either he begs the question while talking about evidence 
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or ‘ways’ of knowing, such as perception and inference, by using 
a very questionable criterion to establish the standard of what 
should count as true, or, he regresses to infinity to find out cri- 
terion for this criterion and so on. Such argumentation, as far 
as Nagarjuna is concerned, is supposed to lead us to have an 
insight (prajfia) into the nature of what is ultimately real, 
(which is emptiness or the nirvana, or, the Buddha). Such an 
insight cannot dawn upon us as long as we cling to: dogmatic 
beliefs and the style of philosophizing that the pramana theory 
tries to initiate us into. Unlike the sceptic, however, Nagar- 
juna was not asking us to merely suspend our judgement on the 
question of knowledge, and its ‘means’, but recognize it as what 
it is, a fabrication of language. His ‘emptiness’ is neither nihi- 
lism (the view of the negative dogmatics), nor another view or 
a doctrine, but, as Candrakirti points out, quoting a Buddha- 
vacana, it is like a purge that eliminates everything including 
itself.?° 


3.4. JAYARASI 


Jayarasi was not a Buddhist. He was probably a follower 
of Brhaspati, for he quoted from what is designated as one of 
the sayings of Brhaspati. A follower of Brhaspati means, in the. 
Indian context, a materialist, a crude anti-religious sceptic. His 
theory has been described by other philosophers, after the title 
of his book, Zattva-upaplava, the destruction of all (assumed) 
realities. Walter Riiben, (p. 28) is, however, reluctant to call 
Jayarasi a materialist, for except paying a lip-service to Brhas- 
pati, he does not propound any positive materialistic doctrine. 
According to Rüben, Jayarasi’s position is “rather anti-philo- 
sophical, and in a definite sense agnostic”.  Jayatilleke, stran- 
gely enough, commented in his Early Buddhist Theory of Know- 
ledge that Jayarasi “was not a sceptic, but an absolute nihi- 
list”. I disagree with Jayatilleke, and agree only partially with 
Rüben. Jayarasi was, in my opinion, a philosophical sceptic 
who continued the tradition of the early sceptic-dialecticians of 
India. Other materialists (followers of Carvaka or Lokàyata) 
of India are said to accept sense-perception as the only ‘means’ 
of knowing what is there. But Jayarasi criticized and rejected 
all the possible means of knowing including sense-perception and 
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thereby denied the very possibility of knowledge. His me- 
thod was not, at least explicitly, similar to that of the Cartesian 
doubt. He used the Nagarjunian dialectic crystallized in the 
form of Kotis and prasangas (cf. reduction). 

All the pramana-theorists,, the Naiyayikas, Samkhyas, Bud- 
dhists, Mimamsakas and Jainas, believed that the business of 
philosophy is to first formulate faultless definitions to different 
ways and means of knowing and then to specify and categorize 
the ‘objects’ ascertained or captured by such knowledge. Such 
definitions should, in principle, consist in articulating the unique 
character or characteristics of the items to be defined such that 
such unique character will help us to clearly and unambigu- 
ously distinguish them from what they are not. In other words, 
definability ensured, it was belicved, their intelligibility, and in- 
telligibility, in turn, their reality. Formulation of a definition 
in this sense is, in fact, a preject of the philosopher by virtue 
of which he is supposed to carry on his philosophic activity 
based, apparently, upon the principle: no entity without distin- 
guishability (see my Definition and Laksana). 

Jayará$i challenges this method as a whole. He argues: 
The ‘means’ of knowing (such as perception and inference) are 
established through (the articulation of) a ‘faultless’ definition 
or a defining characteristic, and the ‘objects’ are established 
through such ‘means’ of knowing. Now if such a defining cha- 
racteristic is proven not to exist, how can the ‘means’ and the 
‘object’ be spoken about as real? 

After setting his stage in this manner, Jayarasi proceeds to 
subject all the available definition of perception, inference efc. 
given by other philosophers, te trenchant criticism. I shall 
briefly mention only a part of his critique of the Nyaya theory 
of perception and then refer to his sceptical conclusion. 

Nyayasiitra 1.1.4 used the adjective ‘non-deviating’ or ‘non- 
promiscuous’ to distinguish veridical perception from the non- 
veridical ones.?*  Jayara$i asks: how this ‘non-promiscuity’ is 
to be understood ?% (1) Is it because the perceptual experi- 
ence concerned is generated by the assemblage of faultless 
causal factors? Or, (2) Is it because there is no contradic- 
tion? Or, (3) Is it because (as Vàtsyàyana argued) it leads to 
activity that is crowned with success? Or, (4) Is there any 
other way? After formulating these possible alternatives, he 
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proceeds to refute them one by one: Suppose the first. How 
do we. know that these causal factors are faultless? Certainly 
not by perception, for, among other things, I cannot perceive 
"whether my faculty or organ of perception (eye) is not faulty. 
‘(I see whether other things are faulty with the eye, but I cannot 
see the eye to detect whether it is faultless). Nor can we ascer- 
tain its faultlessness through inference. For no further evi- 
. dence is forthcoming for the proposed inference. The Pramana 
theorist may claim that the sensory experience is itself the evi- 
. dence on the basis of which we can infer its special character, 
i.e., its truth or non-promiscuity with the facts. Jayarasi rejects 
this by saying that it begs the question. For inference itself 
is another means of knowledge, and of course, the same ques- 
tion as regards its infallibility can be raised again. 

Moreover, Jayarasi says, if the source from which a know- 
ledge is derived is dubious, the so-called knowledge itself is 
turned into a doubt. The statement of a person can never be 
trustworthy if we can neither verify it independently nor be free 
from the doubt about the reliability of the person. Similarly, 
since it is possible that the senses can be either good or faulty, 
the sense-generated knowledge will never be free from doubt. 
In other words, it is never possible for us to reach the indubit- 
able base of our knowledge which will guarantee its infallibi- 
lity or non-promiscuity. 

Suppose the second alternative. Jayarasi argues: Do I 
know the non-promiscuous nature of my cognitive experience 
from the non-arising of any contradiction so far? If so, then 
I wil be in doubt as to whether this non-arising of the (rele- 
vant) contradiction is due to the fact that I have in fact a veri- 
dical perceptual experience, or whether such non-arising (non- 
: occurrence) of the contradictory experience is due to some con- 
tingent factor, namely, malfunctioning of the causal factors that 
would have generated such experience. It is argued that both 
: are possible and whenever there are two or more contrary pos- 
sibilities, we have in effect, a doubt, not knowledge. 

Thus, for example, when one sees, from a distance, the 
 mirage-water in the (summer) sunshine, his illusory experience 
is not contradicted unless he goes near. [n fact, years may 
pass, says Jayarasi, but still his illusory experience will not be 
-contradicted if the causal factors to generate the contradiction 
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never co-operate. Therefore, non-arising of the relevant con-- 
tradiction cannot establish veridicality of our experience. Be~- 
sides, Jayarasi argues, the lack of such a contradiction may (in. 
a way) be a pointer to the possibility of such a contradiction.. 
In other words, since the supposed knowledge here is a poste- 
riori, it is true that a contradiction is conceivable and if a con-. 
tradiction is conceivable, a contradiction is possible. 


Let us suppose the third alternative: It was Vatsyayana: 
who argued that we know a perceptual cr cognitive experience. 
to be non-promiscuous through its property E where E is the. 
potency of this cognition to lead to successful activity or fulfil. 
proper expectation. If this is so, then our perception of a 
flower, or a garland, or sandal paste or a woman would lead. 
in each case to our bodily contact with such objects, and this. 
would establish its non-promiscuity. But now the question 
arises, whether the property E, potency to lead to the object or 
“success”, is known in each case or it remains unknown. If 
it remains unknown, how do we derive non-promiscuity from it: 
as an evidence? For if we do not know that E exists in the: 
cognitive state concerned, we cannot derive its non-promiscuity. 
H, however, it is known that the cognitive state concerned has’ 
E, how does this second ‘knowledge’ is known to have the pro- 
perty E? In other words, a cognitive experience amounts to 
knowledge if and only if it possesses E. Now, if E is unknown, 
then we cannot decide, with regard to a particular cognitive 
state, whether it is knowledge or not. But if E is known, then 
our knowledge of E, in order to be an instance of knowledge, 
must have E and be known to have E. And this can be re- 
peated ad infinitum. : : j 


Moreover, does ‘E’ mean ‘potency to lead to the same ob- 
ject’ or ‘potency to lead to a similar object ? If the first, then 
even a veridical perception of a mass of water in a flowing river 
or a lake would iack E. For we will never be able to reach. 
the same mass of water at the same place in any case. This means. 
that such a veridical perception would then be indistinguishable: 
from a non-veridical perception of mirage-water. If, however. 
we talk about the similar object, not the same, then anybody 
(any magician) can first trick us with a ‘trick’ jug of water and. 
then replace it with a real jug (without our knowing it), and. 
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in that case we will be allowed to call our first perception veri- 
dical because it will have the property E. 

Jayarasi continues in this manner sometimes in the vein of 
what we may call a Cartesian sceptic, sometimes with the zeal 
of a dialectician, to refute his philosophic opponents and to 
reach his sceptical conclusion. For him, all philosophic ques- 
tions remain open and in practical life, he recommends com- 
mon sense and normal behaviour. He says in the beginning 
that those who understand the ultimate purpose recommend 
that we should follow the ordinary wordly behaviour (cf. lau- 
kika márga), for “with regard to ordinary behaviour the wise 
resemble the fool or the child”: One cannot miss an uninten- 
tional echo of Sextus in this comment : 


“We live in accordance with the normal rules of life, un- 
dogmatically, seeing that we cannot remain wholly inac- 
tive.’’?6 


3.5. SRIHARSA 


$riharsa followed Jayarasi in his attempt to show that all 
proposed definitions or demonstrations of philosophic categories, 
the means of knowing, such as perception and inference, and 
the objects of knowing are illegitimate and unsuccessful for they 
fail to avoid the obvious faults of overextension or under-exten- 
sion. In the first part of the book, he tackles, however, the 
sceptic’s problem of keeping the tradition of philosophic debate 
alive even when the sceptic is, as he has to be, sceptical of the 
means of conducting a successful philosophic debate. The usual 
charge is that if a debater refuses to admit the validity of the 
means and method by which a position is argued for or against, 
then he forfeits his right to enter into such a debate. Nagar- 
juna gave, as we have seen, a succint answer to this charge. 
Sriharsa, while expressly acknowledging his indebtedness, in this. 
regard, to Nagarjuna, answers this charge very elaborately with 
his dialectical skill. Sriharsa deals with what may be called the 
sceptical paradox as it was dealt with by Nagarjuna. Simply 
Stated, the paradox is this: If it is concluded that all state- 
ments are empty i.e., devoid of any meaning (or ‘essence’ = 
` zabhava) that we may assign to them, we are committed to the 
position that this thesis (just stated) is itself empty. Both Nāgār-- 
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juna and Sriharsa gave the same reply. The thesis just stated 
in itself not a thesis, not a statement, not an assertion. 

To avoid the problem involved in self-reference in this 
case, these philosophers did not argue for a distinction, that 1s 
by now well-known in modern philosophy, between the object- 
language and the meta-language. They on the contrary take 
another way out and claim that it is possible to maintain such 
a position (that all thesis is empty) without really asserting it. 
A. N. Prior, in explaining J. Buridan’s paradox about “no state- 
ment is true” suggested a similar way out: 


“But if God were to annihilate all negative propositions, 
there would in fact be no negative propositions, even if this 
were not then being asserted by any proposition at all. In 
short, it can be that no proposition is negative, though it 
cannot be that “no proposition is negative is true’ .?" 


Making a ‘parody’ of this, a Nagarjunite might say: If the 
Buddha were to empty each proposition of its meaning-essence, 
there would in fact be no non-empty thesis, even if this were 
not being asserted in any thesis at all. A true sceptic, there- 
fore cannot, as Strawson once said, state his position. It is 
possible, then, for a sceptic, to believe all beliefs to be dubious 
including the said belief in question ! 

To sample a little of Sriharsa’s argumentation. A philo- 
sopher (say a Naiyayika) may claim that a debater is not en- 
titled to debate if he denounces or destroys the very foundation 
of debate, viz., the efficacy: or validity of any form of argument 
and evidence. For if nothing can really prove anything, it is 
better to be silent than debate. Sriharsa says that this is not 
only an unfair, but also an unfounded, claim. It is unfair be- 
cause a debater is not bound to take 'any oath' for accepting 
anything before he undertakes to debate. He does not break 
any ‘law’ even if the final thrust of his argument is to show 
that all arguments are no arguments as long as we take them 
to be proving something positively. As long as the opponent 
believes that inconsistency or citation of a counter-example des- 
troys the thesis the opponent is trying to establish, our sceptic- 
debater can fulfil his purpose simply by exposing such incon- 
sistency or citing a counter-example. Our sceptic debater him- 
self may not, in fact he should not, have much "faith" in the 
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method itself, but as long as his opponent has that faith, our 
debater has every right to play the game. It is unfair to turn 
the ‘table’ against him, for he does not believe really in the 
efficacy of the method. The claim of the philosopher is also 
unfounded, for, $riharsa argued, in the history of philosophy 
no sceptic or sceptically inclined philosophers, i.e. those who did 
not accept ultimate validity of proof etc., really remained silent. 
They on the contrary participated in lively debates enthusiasti- 
cally. One can easily cite examples of the materialists or the 
Madhyamika Buddhists and the Advaitins. Therefore our Nai- 
yáyika-philosopher cannot use the above argument. (“If you 
do not believe in argument or evidence, do not use them") as a 
new kind of "silencing charm" to set the matter at rest. In short, 
philosophers do argue and argue mostly against a sceptic oppo- 
nent, and hence the onus of being silent lies not on the sceptic, 
but on the philosopher himself. 


3.6. SEXTUS 


This brings us to discuss this type of scepticism a propos 
another variety of scepticism, Pyrrhonism, as depicted by Sextus 
Empicicus. Chisholm has shown how Sextus' Pyrrhonism be- 
comes relevant for the twentieth century empiricism and pheno- 
menalism. It is indeed surprising to see how close the Indian 
sceptics were with their Greek counterparts. Burnet in a foot- 
note of his Early Greek philosophy had pointed out that Pyrrho- 
nism was influenced by the Indian thought, namely Buddhism, 
for Pyrrho was supposed to have visited India with Alexander 
the Great, and to have studied under the Indian Gymnoso- 
phists.? There may be some grain of truth in such a claim 
about the Indian influence upon Pyrrhonism, for similarities are 
unmistakable. Jayatileke has discussed this point and argued 
(perhaps rightly) that Pyrrho was most probably under the in- 
fluence of Indian scepticism as propounded by Safijaya, and not 
really under the direct influence of Buddhism. One cannot 
however agree with Jayatilleke’s contention that while the Greek 
sceptics used their epoche (suspension of judgement) to gain 
the state of ataraxia (unperturbedness), the Indian sceptics like 
Safijaya did not value mental equanimity. For after all, Saí- 
jaya, as I have alredy argued, was a respectable teacher and a 
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recluse and at that time in India almost all recluses were con- 
. cerned with equianimity, peace and the final beatitude. Safijaya’s 
own ground for avoiding adherence to any doctrine should be 
an indication of his moral concern (i.e. a false claim to know- 
ledge disturbs peace and hinders moral life). In fact, the pic- 
ture of an Indian sceptic at this period was not very different 
from that of ‘the mature sceptic’ depicted by Sextus. 

Arne Naess, who, in his recent study of Scepticism, has dis- 
agreed with Chisholm’s evaluateion of Sextus as an expounder 
of certain philosophic doctrines (such as phenomenalism or a 
positivistic theory of signs) or as at least a subscriber to them, 
gives the following account of a mature sceptic from Sextus :*° 


“The mature sceptic decides neither for the positive nor 
for the negative in relation to any doctrine, but allows both 
possibilities to stand open....To his surprise he even- 
tually finds that epoche leads to, or is accompanied by, just 
that peace of mind (ataraxia) which he set out to achieve 
by finding truth. The mature sceptic will not, of course, 
claim that there is a necessary connection between epoché 
and ataraxia.” | 


How Sañjaya achieved his peace or beatitude we do not know 
for certain. But we definitely know how he avoided mental 
perturbation that arises due to false claim to knowledge. Scep- 
ticism as a philosophic method might have been started in India 
by Safijaya. But the Buddha’s own scepticism about any ex- 
treme view and hence his emphasis on the Middle Way must 
also be noted in this connection. By Náàgarjuna's time, old 
trickeries, quibbling and equivocation were no longer allowed 
to stand unpunished and unrefuted, thanks to the prevalence 
of many Vada (debate) manuals such as that in the Nyàya- 
sütras. Philosophic arguments were conducted in terms of pra- 
sanga (cf. reduction) and kofi-vikalpa (examination of various 
mutually incompatible alternatives or possibilities). Nagarjuna 
was undoubtedly a champion of this method, and hence this 
path was followed by Jayara$i and Sriharsa. 

Sextus apparently distinguishes the sceptics from the Dog- 
matists in that while the latter would claim that they have found 
at least one truth or that truth cannot be found, the former 
would neither claim to have found the truth nor claim that the 
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‘truth cannot be found, but would persist in seeking (Naess, 
p. 4). If the sceptics claim that they know that truth cannot 
be found then they would also be Dogmatists, according to Sex- 
tus, although in a negative sense. In fact, the last kind is 
called by Sextus the Academicians. A sceptic should avoid this 
pit-fall of negative dogmatism. This advice of caution by Sex- 
tus becomes particularly meaningful when we see that Nagar- 
juna time and again comes back to the same theme i.e., the re- 
jection of a proposition (or all propositions for that matter) 
Should not, and need not, be construed as another proposition 
(maybe even a negative one). If there is any philosophic les- 
son to be learnt from the so-called and much discussed Bud- 
dhist tetralemma or cutuskoti (four-fold negation), it is this : 
-Our saying no to a proposition or a question need not be cons- 
.trued as an assent to the corresponding negative proposition or 
-questicn. (See ch. 6). 


3.7. MODERN SCEPTICISM 


Modern scepticism is not generally understood in this way, 
for a sceptic is usually regarded today as a negative dogmatist, 
in the sense of Sextus. But Pyrrhonism and the Indian variety 
of scepticism (the way I have developed it here) are theoreti- 
Cally, if not historically or genetically, members of the same 
family. Sextus has argued how the sceptic's statement *no state- 
ment is true' would be self-defeating as an assertion : if it is 
true, then it is false. And therefore, Sextus's sceptic studiously 
avoids the assertive way of using the languages (Naess, p. 6-7). 
‘One cannot miss here the point that exactly for the same reason 
Nagarjuna tried very meticulously and laboriously to avoid any 
assertion : ‘I have no proposition (thesis) to assert or defend, 


therefore I am not guilty of the fault you attribute to me", (Vv. 
verse 29). 


Hume argued that Descartes had advocated a provisional 
Scepticism. It is a species of scepticism which philosophers 
inculcate, according to Hume, “as a sovereign preservative 
against error and precipitate judgement .^ Descartes himself 
«dissociated his position from the sceptics, as he says : 

"Not that in this I imitated the sceptics, who doubt only 
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that they may doubt, and seek nothing beyond uncertainty” 
itself for, on the contrary, my design was singly to find 
ground of assurance and to cast aside the loose earth and 
sand in, that I might reach the rock or the clay”. 


(Discourse on Method, Part III, p. 23) 


Hume regarded this type of scepticism (“when more mo-- 
derate") as a very reasonable and necessary “antecedent to all 
study and philosophy". Even Vatsyayana, in the Nyàya tradi- 
tion, recognizes that some form of scepticism or doubt is an 
essential pre-condition for any philosophical enquiry.?? 

Although the Cartesian method is designed, as Descartes 
says, to reach “the rock and clay" by rejecting “loose earth and 
sand", a sort of radical scepticism, nevertheless, seems to be 
implicit in “the Project of Pure Enquiry". Hume, therefore, 


comments : 


"The Cartesian Doubt, therefore, were it ever possible to 
be attained by any human creature (as it plainly is not) 
would be entirely incurable, and no reasoning could ever 
bring us to a state of assurance and conviction upon any 
subject.” 


This implies, therefore, that the rock and clay that Descartes 
wanted to attain would be ever elusive if we indulged into this 
radical form of scepticism. Russell has argued that it is im- 
practical to maintain the attitude of a complete sceptic : 


“If we adopt the attitude of a complete sceptic, placing 
ourselves wholly outside all knowledge, we are demanding 
what is impossible, and our scepticism can never be re- 
futed. For all refutation must begin with some piece of 
knowledge which the disputants share: from blank doubt, 
no argument can begin."** 

(Problems of Philosophy, p. 156) 


It seems to me that Russell's argument is exactly similar to that 
of the Naiyayikas against the sceptic debaters. I have given 
above how Sriharsa answers this objection against scepticism. 
Refutation may involve some knowledge-claim, but such mini- 
mal knowledge-claim may only be provisional, and the sceptic can 
simply “borrow” it from his opponent's fund of knowledge. 
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Indian scepticism has, however, certain slants which are 
not found in Pyrrhonism. Alternatively, one can say that there 
are certain features of Pyrrhonism that are absent in its Indian 
counterpart. A Pyrrhonist while maintaining his scepticism in 
theory would obey or follow in practice the normal rules of his 
society, and observe tradition, laws and customs. A Nagarju- 
nian will, however, be a Buddhist and a follower of Safijaya 
will be at least a recluse. Therefore, in practice, they would 
follow the duties of a recluse or a Buddhist and spend their 
lives in meditation or some such activities in search of insight 
or illumination. 

There was on the whole definite connection between In- 
dian scepticism and Indian mysticism. But a mystic in India 
usually becomes a non-conformist regarding social behaviour. 
A mystic-sceptic may claim, although it will be difficult for a 
pure sceptic to assert or claim anything, that truths are self- 
evident and needs no philosophisizing about it. Indian tradi- 
tion allows that a transition is possible in some cases from 
scepticism to mysticism, but a Pyrrhonist, as Sextus des- 
cribes him, can only develop into ‘a mature sceptic’, and not a 
dogmatist or an Academician; for, if Sextus’s arguments are 
right, he can be a conformist while remaining a sceptic, and his 
ordinary way of life will not be disturbed in any way by his 
scepticism. For a Pyrrhonist, truths seem to be ever elusive, 
for the Indian sceptic-mystic, however, they are either ever elu- 
sive or self-evident. 

The lesson to be learned from the sceptics is that some 
philosophical problems might have no real solutions, and this is 
probably true of the oldest of them.  Conceding this point 
Thomas Nagel has recently stated : 


“In that case such insight as we can achieve depends on 

maintaining a strong grasp of the problem instead of aban- 

doning it, and coming to understand the failure of each 
5 new attempt at a solution, and of earlier attempts. (That 
| is why we study the works of philosophers like Plato and 

Berkeley, whose views are accepted by no one). Unsolv— 

able problems are not for that reason unreal.’’ 
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4. WORD AND OBJECT—L 


A philosophy of religion, to the extent it is considered as philoso- 
phy, presupposes a philosophy of language, more specifically, a theory 
of meaning. It is being increasingly realized today that understanding 
of a particular theory of meaning or philosophy of language is very 
basic to our understanding of a philosophical theory, and philosophy 
of religion need not be any excepticn. 

In recent discussion of philosephy of religion, questions about the 
meaning and truth of religious statements have gained an overall popu- 
larity. (Some, however, are understandably sceptical of the usefulness 
of this discussion in philosophy of religion). One position that brings 
the importance of language into focus is called Wittgenstein’s Fideism. 
According to this stand, the criteria of the meaning and truth of reli- 
gious statements are to be found wholly within the religion itself. 

My discussion of the Nyàya and the Buddhist theories of meaning 

(in the next two lectures) has been partially motivated by the above 
consideration. Besides, I feel that an outline of these two theories of 
meaning should form part of a general discussion of the Indian philo- 
sophy of religion because it prepares the ground for a discussion of the 
ineffable ulitmate reality which any philosophy of religion might come 
to discuss at some time or another. Since my sixth lecture is entitled 
"Ineffability', I wish to devote two lectures before it, to the problems 
of meaning and expressibility faced by the Indian philosophers. 
' The Nyáàya theory of meaning discusses the difficulties associated 
with a word's denotation of an individual, and in particular, a proper 
name's relation with the name-bearer. If “God” or “Brahman” is a 
proper name, it must share some common difficulties with a host of other 
proper names, which we use in our intelligible discourse. 

I shall discuss the Nyàya theory in the background of some modern 
developments in the theory of proper names, especially the theories of 
J. S. Mill and of Kripke and Putnam. 


4.1. TERMINOLOGICAL PROBLEMS 


Consider the following sentences (literally translated from 
Sanskrit) which are used almost synonymously : 

(1) The word goes to the object (meaning). 

(2) The word applies to the object. 

(3) The word is in the object./The word lies in the object. 

(4) The word speaks of/talks about the object./The word 

“says” the object. 
(5) The word expresses/reveals the object. 
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(6) The word presents/conveys the object. 
(7) The word is the speaker of the object, the object is: 
speakable by the word. 


All these expressions try to capture the relation of the word 
to the object (artha), such that as soon as the word is uttered 
the attentive listener understands the object meant. In the 
above, I have avoided using such common expressions as ‘stands. 
for’, ‘refers to’, ‘denotes’ and ‘means’, ‘signifies’ which are cur- 
rent in contemporary philosophical literature. It is, to be sure, 
a semantic relation that we are concerned with here. But the 
philosophical style of the Sanskritists presents the above variety, 
and it may be well to keep them before us in the beginning. 
Since modern philosophical literature is cluttered with discus- 
sions, criticisms and counter-criticisms of various theories of 
meaning and reference, and since the philosophers whose views. 
I shall be discussing were unaware of all this discussion, and 
wrote in Sanskrit some 2000 to 1000 years ago, I thought it 
would be better to take some precautionary measure before we 
jump to any facile comparison and unwarranted conclusion about 
what was intended by these philosophers. 


But the purpose of this philosophic activity is not to make 
things obscure or opaque. To avoid this problem, we must 
choose a term from the current philosophical literature,—a term 
that will come close to the intuitive ‘sense’ of the above ex- 
pressions. Which term may we choose? Most of the terms 
used above are metaphorical in some way or other. At least 
in their English translations, they are clearly metaphorical, and 
in their Sanskrit versions also, they are not exactly 
literal. This is not a real problem, for almost the same may 
be said of some of the English expressions used for the same 
purpose: “stands for", “means”, and even “refers”. If some 
of them are not so overtly metaphorical, they are at least used 
in a somewhat extended sense in these contexts. Compare for 
example, H. P. Grice’s contrasts between “Those spots mean 
measles” and the other, non-natural uses of the word *mean"". 
A similar point is made about the verb ‘refer’ by L. Linsky?. 
He says “The question ‘to whom does the phrase “the so-and- 
so" refer?’ is, in general, an odd question. What might be 
asked, e.g., ‘Who is the President of the United States?’ ‘To 
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-whom are you referring’; not ‘To whom does the phrase “The 
President of the United States” refer ?'*. 

I would choose, as a working hypothesis, the verb 'desig- 
nate’ to do the job for the name-object relation in my exegesis 
of the Sanskrit philosophers. It seems to me that the word 
‘designate’ is a little less “loaded”, but this too may not be 
true. And in some cases, I might face difficulties in handling 
the term ‘designate’ to suit a Sanskrit context where the word 
is even thought to be located in the object it means. But I will 
cross the bridge when I will come to it. (I am tempted to 
choose ‘refers to’ but I resist it at the outset. There will be 
occasions when 1 will be talking about reference and use the 
werb ‘refers to’ to suit my purpose). 


— 


4.2. SOME MODERN VIEWS 


In discussing one's theory of meaning, it has been found 
«convenient and fruitful to talk in terms of a distinction between 
-one or the other of the following pairs, denotation-connotation 
(J. S. Mill), reference-sense (Frege), or extension-intension. Al- 
though it is true that these pairs are not in any sense identical 
or parallel, and they do not, to be sure, serve the same pur- 
pose, but it seems to me sifinificant that most philosophers found 
it useful to introduce a dichotomy in order to resolve the philo- 
sophic problem of meaning affinity among themselves. Roughly 
speaking, general terms like ‘cow’ or ‘human’ have both deno- 
tation and connotation (in Mill's sense). We also say that 
some singular terms, i.e., the definite descriptions, both denote 
and connote. Ordinary proper names, such as ‘John’ or ‘Aris- 
totle’, are also said to denote, although it is more and more 
becoming the practice to say that they refer to or designate in- 
dividuals. Do they have connotation? Mills answer appar- 
ently was "No". But this theory has been disputed by the 
modern philosophers, such as Frege, Russell and Strawson*. 

Frege introduced the distinction between the sense and the 
reference (Bedeutung) of names, ie., proper names and defi- 
nite descriptions, and he extended this terminology to make them 
applicable to declarative sentences. In Frege's language they 

-« were signs with their senses and their references. A sign, so it 
is said, refers to (or denotes) its reference and expresses 
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its sense. And since Frege said that the sense is a ‘mode of 
presentation’ of the reference, it may be assumed that whatever 
may be the ‘sense’ of such a proper name as ‘Cicero’, it has to 
fix its reference, the man called Cicero. In other words, if the 
‘sertse’ is something like the ‘connotation’ of Mill, Frege’s claim 
that proper names do have sense seems to refute Mill’s claim 
that they are non-connotative. But it is not entirely clear whe- 
ther Mill’s ‘connotation’ and Frege’s ‘sense’ are interchangeable 
concepts. Mill however, did seem to believe that the ordi-. 
nary proper names were also, purely and properly, names, in 
the sense that the whole of their meaning consisted in their stan- 
ding for just those objects which they named (Dummett, p. 96), 
and in this respect, therefore, Frege’s doctrine of the sense of 
proper names appeared to controvert Mill’s thesis. To show 
that a proper name must have a sense (Sinn), Frege used the 
identity puzzle, i.e., the cognitive difference between (a) “Cicero 
= Tully” and (b) “Cicero = Cicero". It seems that (a) is in- 
formative while (b) is trivial and Frege argued that this differ- 
ence is due to the difference in senses of the two signs “Cicero” 
and “Tully”. 

The sense of a name is usually what gives the criteria for 
identification of the object it names or refers to; it is the way 
in which we determine the reference. But since the criteria for 
identification vary from one person to another, and there is 
hardly any favoured and agreed way to determine the reference 
of an expression, our talk of sense seems to involve a subjective 
and transitory feature, having no great significance in the gene- 
ral theory of meaning®. Quine followed this line of criticism. 
to record his scepticism about ‘sense’. This critique, however, 
need not imply that the sense of a word consists of a mental 
image, for Frege strongly rejected such a construal of sense. 
Nor is it proper to ask anyone to tell what the sense of an ex- 
pression is, or to say it by using an abstract expression prima-. 
rily derived from the original one. 

Carnap® said that Frege’s reference-sense distinction as a. 
method of semantical analysis was a particular form of what 
he called the general method of name-relation, and therefore 
it shared all the difficulties that arise in the method of name- 
relation in general, e.g., ambiguity, multiplicity of entities and. 
unnecessary complications. Carnap argued that the name-re-- 
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lation method, although it is tacitly used by many philosophers 
to give analysis of meaning, is not a very suitable method for 
semantical analysis. Carnap's own method is called the me- 
thod of extension and intension. This is developed by modi- 
fying and extending the customary concepts of class and pro- 
perty and introducing a concept of equivalence relation while 
the name-relation method regards an expression as a name of a 
concrete or abstract object. This method regards an expres- 
sion (including proper-names) not as naming anything, but as 
possessing an intension and an extension. 

Roughly the extension of a term “cow” (a designator or 
a predicator in Carnap's language) is the class of cows and its 
intension is the property of being a cow (p. 16-17). Carnap 
insists that properties or intensions in the way they were used 
in his system were perfectly intelligible concepts and the ana- 
lysis of intension for a natural language was “methodologically 
just as sound as the analysis of extension" (p. 236). The ex- 
tension of an individual expression (e.g. a proper name or-a 
definite description) is the individual which it refers to, and its 
intension is “the individual concept expressed by it" (p. 41). 
The individual concept is, he admits, a concept of a new kind. 
Carnap's talk of intension in this manner was the precursor of 
the present-day possible-world semantics. (Carnap also argued 
that his extension-intension distinction was an explication of the 
traditional  denotation-connotation distinction (e.g. X MilP's), 
while Frege's reference-sense distinction being a form of name- 
relation analysis tried to achieve a slightly different purpose, 
though undoubtedly the former.is related to the latter (p. 126- 
8). In effect, Carnap's criticisms of Frege's method were very 
serious, although, following his principle of tolerance, Carnap 
said that there was no incompatibility between the two theories." 

I would make two observations which, I think, are rele- 
vant for our transition to the next section. First, as has been 
already noted, philosophers have found it useful to resolve the 
general problem of meaning into a dichotomy by distinguishing 
between what may be called. two different components of the 
cognitive meaning-complex. If we leave aside non-cognitive, 
emotive or aesthetic meanings, it seems that philosophers of 
meanings usually factorize the meaning-complex into two: one 
that is directly presented by the use of the word and the other 
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that directs the word to the first. For reasons that will be ex- 
plained in the next section, I shall call the first ‘substance’ com- 
ponent or the ‘thing’ component and the second, the ‘property’. 
component. 

- Second, it has been felt by some philosophers of language 
that there are words or expressions where these two factors 
coincide, or rather, one shrinks into the other. Mills doctrine 
of non-connotative proper names, Russell's search for logically 
proper names, Kripke's theory of proper names, as rigid desig- 
nators, and (I may add) the ‘arbitrary name’ (yadrccha-sabda) 
theory of proper names of the Sanskrit philosophers are all 
illustrations of this trend. 


4.3. ANCIENT INDIAN THEORIES OF MEANING 


Two very ancient philosophers of India formulated differ- 
ent theories of meaning in the course of their discussion of 
Pàninis grammar. They are Vajapyayana and: Vyadi. (Both 
were apparently grammarians in the Indian sense, by which I 
mean their exposition of Panini’s grammar not only led them 
to the discussion of the philosophy of language in particular but 
also they had independent philosophic views of their own). I 
have in earlier writings referred to them as the Universalist and 
the Individualist®. It will be helpful, as I have already indi- 
cated, to refer to these two views as the ‘attribute’ theory of 
meaning and the ‘substance’ theory of meaning. I shall first 
reconstruct these views briefly from the fragmentary expositions 
of later commentators, Patafijali, Vhartrhari and Helaraja, " 

The ‘attribute’ theory of meaning says that a word such as 
“cow” designates an attribute, the universal cowness, and then 
with the help of that attribute one cognizes or identifies a cow- 
individual. The ‘substance’ theory of meaning says that the 
word “cow” (used in a context where it fs’ suitable to use “a 
cow” in English) designates a cow, a substance or a particular. 
The attribute cowness obviously lends a helping hand by sup- 
plying the ground or basis for the designation in question (for 
otherwise why use the word “a cow” to refer to the substance 
in question ?). But the attribute is not designated by the word 
“cow” The function of the attribute cowness in this case is 
neither more nor less than that of the crow in the following 
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-example®. Somebody asks me, “Which one is the house of Dè- 
vadatta ?" I answer pointing out, “That one upon which a 
crow happens to be sitting." In other words, the crow, an (in 
.some philosophic sense) inessential mark of the house, serves 
only to identify what I am referring to. But after the house 
has been identified it does not serve any purpose any more. 
The word *cow" or *a cow" similarly picks out the cow-indi- 
vidual by virtue of cowness, and the individual may be picked 
out bv another phrase such as “The animal which the Hindus 
consider sacred," or “the animal you saw yesterday" which does 
not seek any help apparently from the attribute cowness. 
Although I am using a general term like “cow” here, it 
‘should be noted that the Sanskrit philosophers, Vyadi and Vā- 
japyayana, were concerned with a sort of name-relation. Both 
asked the question about the word “cow” : what it is a name 
of ? A particular (cow) ? or, a universal, the property of being 
a cow? With suitable determiners such as use of articles, 
«ontexts, the word would be used clearly to designate or refer 
to a singular object, as in “The cow stands over there.” It seems, 
therefore, that the issues are connected with the problem of 
singular reference and hence a problem that has been much dis- 
cussed in modern times. It should be noted that Sanskrit does 
not have definite article, but there are other contexual deter- 
miners fo carry the sense of definite or indefinite articles. Pataii- 
jali, in fact, shows that a general term (jatiSabda), without ever 
any explicit determiners, may designate an individual, a thing, 
simply from the context. He asks us to consider the following : 
Suppose in a large field, a number of cows are grazing, 
and a cowherd is sitting in a particular place. A person 
(who has lost a cow and is looking for it) approaches and 
asks "Do you see here (the) cow ?"!9 
Patanjali argues that a question like “Do you see (any cow or) 
cows ?" would be nonsensical in the context for both of them 
are seeing cows, or the property, cowness. Hence the word 
"cow" in the question (without even its determiner *the") de- 
signates a particular cow, an individual, that the cowherd is 
asked to pick out as the possible object of his perception. 
Patafijali and Kàtyayana (their dates cannot be pushed 
later than 200 B.C.) explained the views of Vajapyàyana and 
Vyadi as follows. Both presuppose an implicit principle of de- 
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signation. For each object there should be a new word to de- 
signate it. “Pratyartham | Sabdanive$ah" (under PS 1.2.58). 
“To each object a word is attached.” Vājapyāyana reads it. 
as: a particular object is designated by a particular word, and. 
therefore it follows that a different object should be designated 
by a different word. Now, it is argued that if by "the desig- 
nated object" here we mean a particular cow, a substance, de- 
signated by the word “cow” then to designate another cow, a. 
different individual, we will need another word, a different one 
(not just a word-token but a word-type). But since that is not 
what we do, it must be that we designate by the word “cow” 
not the individual, but, cowness, an attribute, a universal, that 
is present each time in the individual for us to designate. There- 
fore, it does not matter whether we are talking about a red cow,. 
or a white, or a black one, we can use “cow” to pick out the 
common attribute, cowness, aud then through it we can reach. 
any individual we like (cf. PrakhydviSesat under PS 1.2.58). 

Besides, when a child learns to use the word “cow” to de- 
signate, a particular cow is present, say, for ostension. If he. 
has learned the word and its use properly he would certainly 
use it when another cow is present. Now, he must be identi- 
fying the initial attribute he first encountered so that he can 
successfully designate it with "cow". This can easily be ex- 
tended even to the case of ordinary proper names. Suppose the 
cow the child has seen, and been introduced to, is called Saba- 
leya (to be treated as a proper name although it might have 
been a descriptive name originally, meaning ‘of many colours’, 
compare Mill’s example *Dartmouth"?). Next time when that 
cow is lying down, or running, or has grown weak or old or 
fat, the child wi!! use ‘Sabaleya’ nonetheless. This shows, so it 
is argued, that through the change of time, place and stages, 
the cow called Sabaleya retains an unchanging attribute (what-. 
ever that is), the property of being Sabaleya, and hence when- 
ever that attribute is presented, it can be designated by the word. 
“Sabaleya”. In this way, the ‘attribute’ theory of meaning is. 
vindicated in both cases, that of such general terms as “cow”, 
and that of ordinary proper names as ‘Sdbaleya’. 

Patafijali adduces two further arguments in support of the 
‘attribute’ theory. These two arguments constituted the classic: 
defence of the theory, and hence were repeated by many philo-- 
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sophers such as Dinndga to refute the ‘substance’ theory.’? In- 
dividuals or particulars are innumerable, and even if we are 
thinking of the same individual (in the interest of proper names), 
the changing states of the individual are innumerable. It is 
considered simpie that, since we use one word “cow” while 
there are innumerable cows (or states of a particular cow), 
past, present and future, we should assume that a single attri- 
bute common to all, is being designated by the word “cow” or 
“Sabaleya”. Otherwise, it is argued, the word's designation will 
never be fully comprehended! The second argument is that of 
‘promiscuity’. Only a particular cow is present in the “learn- 
ing situation” to be designated. When we use it to designate 
another particular on another occasion we ask the word to be 
promicuous, so to say. If, in the learning situation, we already 
fix the designation with a particular, how can we waver and 
designate by it another particular? It is, as if we first “marry” 
the word with one particular and then ask it to go to another 
or any particular indiscriminately. The solution of this puzzle 
lies in accepting the ‘attribute’ as designatum, and not the par- 
ticular which is variable. In other words, we “marry” the word 
with the ‘attribute’ (the idea), not with the particular thing. 

The ‘substance’ theorist counters: Only the particulars 
can be designated by our word-use, for otherwise most of our 
social communication will fail. If I ask my son to bring me a 
pencil by saying “Bring me (a) pencil,” he cannot certainly 
bring me the pencil-universal, or the pencil-attribute, or the 
pencil-idea. The use of “pencil” in my utterance must desig- 
nate a particular, a pencil-substance, in order to make any sense 
of the whole utterance, though not a particular pencil, but an 
indefinite one. Use of grammatical suffixes for number and 
gender in the word makes more sense when it designates parti- 
culars or substances. For the wniversal attribute cowness, if it 
exists, need be neither feminine, nor masculine, nor even neuter, 
and should not be more than one. 


Patafijali comments that the two theories must, in fact, be 
combined, as they represent only the two sides of the same coin. 
It finally reduces to the problem of giving primacy to one or the 
other, to the attribute (or universal) or to the thing. (the par- 
ticular, or the substance) : 
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“For him who says that the universal is designated by the 
word, it is not the case that the substance/particular is not 
designated. Or, for him who says that the substance is de- 
signated by the word, it is not the case that the universal 
is not designated.” 


4.4. NYAYA THEORY OF REFERENCE 


Patafijali’s genius might have paved the way for a com- 
posite theory like the Nyaya theory of meaning which I shall 
now discuss. A careful formulation of the Nyaya view would 
share the best of both worlds. The Nyàya theory is, however, 
a substantialist one. It contends that words such as “‘cow” de- 
signate the thing or the lump or the particular but only as dis- 
tinguished by the universal or attribute cowness. The word 
“pencil” designates the thing we call ‘pencil’, but we pick out 
the thing by virtue of some attribute, pencilhood (be it a real 
universal, an esscnce, discovered or discoverable, or construc- 
ted or a conceived property). ven such a proper name as 
“Sabaleya” designates the lump (‘pinda’) we call ‘“Sabaleya” 
but to pick out that ‘lump’ among changing states and appear- 
ances, we need the assistance of an unchanging property, unique 
to that individual which we must recognize when we call it by 
that name. Thus it is that we designate it by “Sabaleya” even 
when our favourite cow has lost a leg or has grown old and 
thin. If we use proper names for an inanimate, apparently un- 
changing material object, say a hill, as the Mount Abu, this 
need not present any special problem as long as we believe there 
to be a (imagined or real) unique attribute of the unchanging 
object, which helps us to identify the hill each time under vary- 
ing perspectives, and on the basis of it, we can designate the 
hill each time by “The Mount Abu”. 

From what has been stated it may be surmised that each 
designator word (whether a singular term or a proper name) 
conveys with it necessarily an attribute in order to designate, 
for the attribute, it is believed, supplies the basis of the desig- 
nation in question (cf. pravrttinimitta). But I use the desig- 
nator word to designate a particular, the bearer of that pro- 
perty or attribute in question, and not that attribute itself. If 
the meaning of a word means what it designates or reveals, then 
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it should be the thing, and not the attribute instantiated or pos- 
sessed by the thing. 

The matter js complicated by two things. One is a fact 
of the Sanskrit language, while the viher is the process of learn- 
ing to use a word to convey a meaning. Good Sanskrit, as I 
repeatedly emphasize, like medieval Latin, does not use articles 
or determiners. Hence it is left ambiguous whether a term like 
“cow” is being used predicatively or as a general term in Quine’s 
sense'* (as in “One should not kill (a) cow"), or referentially 
to designate a particular (as in “Have you seen (a) cow ?” ask- 
ed by me when I am looking for the cow I have lost). The 
first can easily be unpacked as “For each x if x is a cow, it 
should pot be killed,” when the predicative or the attributive 
use of the word “cow” will be brought to the surface. Adher- 
ents of the ‘attribute’ theory of meaning, however, take such 
cases as paradigms and then extend the theory to include the 
clearly referential! uses as in the second case, and argue that 
reference to the particular here is not given by the word or its 
meaning directly, but by indirect implication or metaphorical 
extension of meaning (cf. aksepa or laksana). But this way of 
viewing matters may be misleading at least from a purely logi- 
cal point of view, for it may blur an important distinction bet- 
ween two uses: the predicative use and the referential use of 
a term. Such distinction is important to warrant valid infer- 
ences to be drawn from sentences following the rules of classi- 
cal predicate logic. 

The second fact concerns the situation of learning how to 
use a word. When a child learns a word, say "cow" (what it 
means, how to use it and so on) by observing the speech and 
responses (ie. the behaviour patterns - vyavahaára) of the 
adults?. Suppose, he learns the meaning of the word “cow” 
hearing "Bring (the) cow" uttered in the presence of a parti- 
cular cow called Sabaleya. Later on, if he is learning language 
for some time, he would use the word “cow” to refer to another 
individual cow called Bahuleva. He may in addition point his 
finger at it. Why does he do so? Obviously there should be 
some connection between how we learn a game (let us call it 
a game, a language game, a la Wittgenstein) and how we play 
it. The child here learns in the presence of SAbaleya, but plays 
with Bahuleya. Is he making a mistake? Is he ‘promiscu- 
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. ous’ (in befriencing one cow first and then ‘playing’ with ano- 
ther)? Adherents of the ‘attribute’ theory of meaning argue 
that he is non-promiscuous because in the learning-situation he 
learnt to connect the word not with the particular, with Saba- 
leya, but with the abstracted property, the shared attribute, cow- 
ness, and next time he sees another ‘instantiation’ of the same 
shared attribute cowness, or an essential similarity, he would 
use the word. He can even use the word in the presence of a 
wooden cow or a clay cow (cf. rdguvaka). He plays the game 
rightly and correctly, so goes the argument. 

This seems also to be somewhat misleading for it tends to 
engender a confusion between a means and an end, between 
what means we have available to us to pick out an individual 
as the referent of our expression and what we pick out as the 
referent. The child wishes to pick out Bahuleya. He has seve- 
ral means available to him to do so. He can use “Bahuleya”’ 
if he knows it, or "cow" or "animal" or “thing” or he can 
simply say "Look at that." Each linguistic means here is back- 
ed up by some purported feature. He choose the shared attri- 
bute cowness which is present here and uses "cow". He is not 
promiscuous. For when [ learn the game I can use one set of 
chess men (say, those made of ivory), and when I actually 
play the game I can use another set (those made of wood, say). 
The child may also use the word “cow” to refer to his wooden 
toy-cow. 

Here I have deliberately chosen, as examples, common 
names such as "cow" used as singular terms in a context. 
Indian philosophers call them jatisabda “word for universal". 
I have shown that their discussion implies an awareness of a 
distinction between the predicative use and the referential use of 
these words. I have also suggested that their discussion has 
bearing upon contemporary discussion on reference. As re- 
gards proper names, Jayanta explicitly states that some of them 
refer without the mediation of any attribute. I will come back 
to this point later.!9 


4.5. DIFFERENT THEORIES OF PROPER NAME 


Modern discussion about meaning and reference centers 
: around the proper names and definite descriptions. J. S. Mill, 


Terminological Problems 79 


‘who is often mentioned in the modern discussion, has contri- 
uted to the issue in more ways than one as I have already 
‘noted. Among other things, Mill has roughly distinguished be- 
tween general names, ie., general terms, and singular terms 
Saying that a general term is what is capable of being truly 
affirmed, in the same sense, of each of an indefinite number of 
things, while a singular term is what is only capable of being 
truly affirmed, in the same sense, of one thing. Mill's exam- 
ples are “man” and “John” ff we take this to be a distinc- 
tion similar to the jatisabda and vyaktisabda, we may be on 
the right track, although we will have to explain away or tole- 
rate the awkwardness of the phrase “truly affirmed of". For 
this does not clarify the distinction between the predicative use 
and the referential use. Perhaps Mill means that a singular 
name designates only one object while a general name each, 
severally, of any number of objects. If this is so, then it pa- 
rallels the distinction between jdtisabda and vyaktisabda in their 
referential uses. Mill also adds “the word ‘man’ expresses 
certain qualities, and when we predicate it of those persons 
(John, George and Mary), we assert that they all possess those 
qualities”! | 

Quine, however, interprets this dichotomy in a different. 
way. He first takes the crucial phrase “truly affirmed of" as 
meaning 'true of' (in his special sense), and then rightly com- 
plains, 


"The distinction between general and singular terms may 
seem overrated. ... Why pick the number one for separate 
attention. ?”+8, 


He then proceeds to redefine the distinction in terms of the con- 
trasting roles of the two in what he calls the ‘basic combina- 
tion’ of predication : ‘Fa’. Predication, according to Quine, 
joins a general term ‘F and a singular term ‘a’ to form a sen- 
tence ‘Fa’ and this sentence -is true or false according as 'F' is 
true or false of (in Quine's special sense) the object, if any, to 
which ‘a’ refers. It is not clear, however, whether Mill inten- 
ded the dichotomy in this way, but it does not matter. It makes 
‘one point clear that the subject term in the ‘basic combination’ 
is usually used to refer, and the subject term is generally a 
proper name or a definite description. 
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I have said here “usually” having in mind not only such: 
examples as those discussed by K. Donnellan (“Smith’s mur- 
derer is insane" said when we don't know who murdered 
Smith)?, but also Quine's own move to reparse all names into. 
predicates so as to avoid some vagaries of reference in his re- 
gimented language. In fact, Quine, while being fully conscious 
of the referential uses of certain singular terms, recommends 
to parse them anew into "indissoluble" general terms (i.e. pre- 
dicates), and thereby, he argues, we can avoid a lot of tricky 
problems. He proposes to dissolve the problem of reference 
by allowing variables of quantification only to take individuals. 
as values in his regimented language. 

Strawson has said that the basic distinction of reference 
and predication can be understood also in terms of the distinc- 
tion between what he calls the ‘identification’ and the ‘charac-- 
terization’ of particular items in the world, 1.e., the spatio-tem- 
poral individuals??. And, of course, according to him, items 
other than spatio-temporal particulars may also appear as iden- 
tified subjects of  predication. This way of viewing matters 
coincides with the philosophical style called doing descriptive 
metaphysics. Indeed, the problems raised by singular reference 
are problems of philosophical logic in a broader sense of the 
term. The Russell-Strawson controversy is too well-known to 
be repeated here. Even a cursory view of the controversy shows 
that referring expression like proper names and definite descrip- 
tions raise many extralogical questions, questions of ontology 
and theory of knowledge. 

Let us concentrate on proper names. Here we can go back 
to Mill once more. The distinction Mill emphasized was that 
between connotaiive and non-connoiative names. A connotative 
term, he defined, is one that denotes a ‘subject’ and implies an 
attribute and a non-connotative term is one that signifies a subject 
only or an attribute only*?. The ordinary proper names are non- 
connotative, for they are "unmeaning" marks that serve to dis- 
tinguish the objects like the robber's chalk mark on Alibaba's 
house in the well-known story of the Arabian Nights. This for- 
mulation, with all its vagueness (and, perhaps, because of it), 
seems to be coming close to the one Indian view mentioned by 
Naivayikas such as Jayanta. Even the word ‘subject’ which, ac- 
cording to Mill, is the owner of the attribute connoted by the 
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term, seems to match well with the term ‘tadvat’ (“owner of 
that") in the Nyàya theory”. 

Proper names, for Mill, are aitached or “tagged” to the 
objects themselves. Once they are so attached, they would con- 
tinue to name the object independently of any other considera- 
tion for any attribute that the object may or may not have. 
Proper names, therefore, if properly understood, would be un- 
derstood as “unmeaning” marks. The meaning, according to 
Mill, resides not in what they denote but in what they connote 
(p. 28). Mill, here, is talking about only such proper names. 
as John or Tom, and not of singular or definite descriptions. 
Jayanta has talked about a view of such proper names as. 
“Dittha” where he says that such names are designators of ob- 
jects, persons (as this case may be) without the introduction of 
any possible attributes of the objects. This was set against the 
view which says that the proper names in order to designate - 
make use of at least some trivial attributes such as Ditthaness. 
for Dittha. According to one philosophical conviction (close 
to phenomenalism), Ditthaness may be a trivial, but not an un- 
real attribute, for it is the universal attribute supposed to be 
shared commonly by the everchanging states of Dittha through 
passage of time or the object seen under different perspectives. 
But this is arguable : 


“No one apprehends a property called Ditthaness, as we 
do with regard to skyness. And there is no ground for 
the wise to imagine it."?? 


The word “sky” (“the sky") is a singular term and therefore 
it is like "Dittha". But skyness or the essential attribute of the 
Sky may be accepted as the basis for designating the sky by the 
word "sky". This is, however, not acceptable in the case of 
Dittha. This view, therefore, may be considered as upholding 
a theory of proper names similar to that of Mill's in that it 
says that these proper names designate things by way of being 
"unmeaning" marks for there is no attribute, shared or un- 
shared, in the designata, attribute which they can 'connote' or 
‘signify’. Mill also distinguished, as Jayanta did, between con- 
notative proper names as “the sun" (or God") and the non- 
connotative ones. 

It is, however, not clear how a name like “Dittha” (or the 
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name user) picks out the individual that it (or, he) does. The 
modern development in the theory of proper names has been 
twofold. One is that of Frege-Russell-Strawson which roughly 
argues that proper names are meaningful either in the sense of 
being disguised definite descriptions or having a sense (in 
Frege's sense) which determines the reference. The other is 
that of Kripke and Putnam, according to which, proper names 
are rigid designators of things, and their meaning is not given 
by descriptions or clusters of them, which the designatum may 
happen to satisfy uniquely. The first is called generally the 
‘description’ theory of naming while the second may be called, 
I suggest, the ‘baptism’ theory of naming. It may be noted that 
under the ‘description’ theory, one cannot ascribe in a statement 
Singular existence to an object referred to by a name (say “Pega- 
sus”), for such a statement in this theory should be read as 
one which says whether certain description or property (‘‘Pega- 
sizes”) is satisfied by some unspecified x. The ‘baptism’ theory, 
it seems to me, avoids this problem since it depends on the 
notion of an initial baptism where the object is named either 
by ostension or via some description but such description is 
introduced only to fix the reference and hence not synonymous, 
as the ‘description’ theorist may believe, with the name. Osten- 
sion or the situation of fixing the reference, may ensure the 
reality or fictional nature of the referent so that the problem 
of singular attribution of existence will be either forestalled or 
patently contradictory. But this is a tentative comment, for 
Kripke did not elaborate upon this point in his 1970 lectures?’. 


4.6. RIGID DESIGNATION VS. NYAYA ‘INHERENCE’ 


Kripke's theory of naming (proper names and some so- 
called general terms, i.e., natural kinds and mass terms, are rigid 
designators) has consequences for various other knotty pro- 
blems of philosophy, the problem of necessity, a priori know- 
ledge in epistemology, mind-body problem in the philosophy of 
mind etc. But here we are concerned with only one aspect of 
the theory. A name like ‘Nixon’ is a rigid designator; its mean- 
ing is not given by, nor is it synonymous with, a description or 
cluster of descripuons, e.g., "Ihe President of the U.S., who 
resigned before his second term in office was over," although 
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the description may pick out the same man as ‘Nixon’. A des- 
cription may be used to fix the reference of a name (mostly 
for people not present at the baptism ceremony), but does not 
give its meaning. Even natural kind terms such as ‘gold’ or 
‘tiger’ are said to be rigid designators, for we use such a term 
to designate a species. They do not mark out a 'cluster-con- 
cept’ (as is usually thought when we look at a dictionary defi- 
nition) in which most of the properties used to identify the kind 
must be satisfied. In fact, these properties, according to 
Kripke's theory are neither necessary nor sufficient condition for 
membership in the kind. In sum, therefore, names, in this 
theory, do not get their reference through some uniquely iden- 
tifying marks, as was commonly believed. 


Since the 'rigid designator theory heavily exploits the con- 
cept of a baptismal ceremony, let us imagine such a situation. 
What happens? An object is present : a man or a thing or a 
rabbit (say), identifiable, and properly distinguishable from the 
environment or background, by ostension or perception or both. 
And somebody (the name-giver or God) says, “See that ?" And 
suppose successful communication has taken place, and I, who 
would use the name and pass it on to friends and future gene- 
rations, understand what “that” (the so-called truly proper name, 
in Russell’s sense) refers to. Then the name-giver continues 
(maybe with some incantations or other suitable rituals), “I 
baptise that as A (for ‘Aristotle’).” What happens then? The 
object is rigidly ‘glued’ so to say with the name ‘A’. They are 
inseparable, at least in a sense. In any possible world, if that 
object exists, it has that name, A. Of course, if such a bap- 
tism did not take place, the object would not have been called 
Aristotle (Kripke, p. 270). We have to allow further that there 
may be other objects named, in identical fashion, by the same 
name. But as long as that object may exist in any possible 
world, or in any counter-factual situation, it must bear the name 
A. In other words, the object cannot exist without bearing 
that name. This name-relation seems to me very similar to the 
relation of inherence (samavaya) of the Naiyayikas. 

Nyáya conceives of the inherence relation (illustrations : 
part-whole, substance-attribute, and particular-universal) as in- 
separable only in the sense that one of the relata cannot exist 
without the other. More to the point would be to choose 
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the inherence relation illustrated in the relation between the: 
real universal, catness, and its instances, particular cats. It is. 
argued that if a cat exists anywhere (even in any possible 
world) it must have catness (glued to it like the rigid desig- 
nator), although it is believed by Nyàya that if all the cats 
are destroyed by a freak or accident, catness will continue to 
be (perhaps, ‘hanging in the air). Initially, it is argued, as. 
soon as a cat is born (or something is born, which is destined 
to be called a cat) catness clings to it at that very moment 
automatically, or naturally (or shall we say by a Heavenly 
decree). 

It may be noted that natural kind terms and mass terms. 
are treated in the same way in the new theory of reference. 
Therefore, terms like “gold”, “water” “tiger”, and “cat” are 
also treated as rigid designators. Putnam thinks that we “bap- 
tise" what we take to be “paradigms” (“uncontroversial exam- 
ples ?") of some substance such as water and then use “water” 
to refer to whatever has the same nature as the paradigms?*. We 
may not need to know the nature of the stuff or the thing we 
are naming at the time of “baptism”. (Empirical science may 
help us to discover the nature of the stuff sometime in future, 
if we are lucky). But we must have, I think, some pretty good 
idea of the stuff to recognize the paradigm and what it is a para- 
digm of: in any case, once this term is introduced, it can be 
handed down from person to person in the referential chain, 
maintaining its original reference at each link. 

I am not sure whether the picture given above correctly re- 
presents the new theory of reference. But it seems to be cor- 
rect in essential respects. My reference to Nyáya inherence and 
universal is not simply accidental in the context. Nyāya uni- 
versals are mostly universals belonging to natural kinds. They 
are regarded as something like real essences of natural kinds. 
Therefore, the word “cat” is glued, according to Nydya, to a 
particular cat-thing, a lump (- pinda), by a kind of baptismal 
ceremony, (which I shall describe presently). But this baptism 
is done, according to Nyàya, on the basis of the glue itself, as 
it were, which is to say that catness or cat-essence, or some un- 
derlying nature of all and only cat-things, the nature that is 
recognized or recognizable (though not always specifiable), is 
the causal ground (nimitta) for designating something as ‘cat’. 
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It is said that the word ‘cat’ is causally connected with some 
nature, say x or catness, at the initial ceremony, and then it 
designates (rigidiy, I venture to add) whatever has x, Le. cat- 
ness. Improvising a bit, I have said that it is the catness or 
.cat-essence that glues, according to Nydya, the name ‘cat’ with 
‘the lump, cat. And therefore, in any possible world, if there 
is a lump containing catness, it will be designated by “cat”. 
The same underlying nature of gold, which the unscientific In- 
dians called ‘goldness’ and modern science calls ‘atomic num- 
ber 79° serves to distinguish between gold and the fool’s gold 
(as in Kripke’s example). 

The situation does not vary much in the case of proper 
names. When a child is “baptised? as Devadatta or Aristotle, 
the name becomes the designator of the person under all cir- 
cumstances. Of course, one cannot ordinarily think of a univer- 
sal here acting as the glue between the name and the object. 
Naiyàyikas, however, do sometimes think so." It is argued 
that there is an underlying essence, a universal called Devadatta- 
ness, behind the ever-changing body of Devadatta (in fact, it 
ıs argued that the body changes at every moment and if it is 
believed that the personal name refers to the body of the per- 
son, Devadatta must then be a class name. If the personal 
name is said to denote the person, it can still be argued that 
my ‘person’ is changing, always having experiences etc.). Thus, 
we can imagine an unchanging universal essence, Aristotleness, 
shared by the child Aristotle, Aristotle the young man, and 
Aristotle the adult. And the name “Aristotle” is glued by such 
aristotle-essence to the Aristotle-lump. Of course, the claim 
that Aristotleness is a universal has been disputed. Jayanta 
points out that we do not need a universal each time for naming. 

In the case of proper names, ie. names which are pro- 
perly arbitrary, Nyàya says that we have to think of unique 
properties rather than universals. Naming is done by a stipu- 
lation of the name-giver, no dcubt, but once it is done, the 
name glues in to the individual not through any universal pro- 
perty like catness or elephanthood but a unique property of that 
particular (the toy-elephant, say, which the child names one 
fine morning as Dittha). What would be a unique property, we 
may ask. But it is not necessary for us to be able to articulate 
it much as we cannot articulate (if we are not scientists) what 
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constitutes goldness of gold. We may conceive of the Dittha- 
ness of Dittha as a set of unique aspects of the object, or even 
a unique set of properties, a set that is not to be found or 
formulable, in respect of anything other than Dittha. 

It has been suggested by some Naiyáàyikas that the unique 
property of an individual is nothing else but ‘identity with that 
individual itself’ (cf. Jagadi$à : tad-vyaktitvam ca tadatmyena 
saiva vyaktih). If this means that the unique set I have talked 
about in the preceding paragraph is identical with the unique 
individual I have named Dittha, then it is not a very uncom- 
mon move in philosophy. But this move invites the following 
obvious problem. 

Sanskrit Grammar says (at least this is the Nyaya interpre- 
tation of Katyayana’s Varttika under PS 5.1.119)?* that if we 
add suffix "ness" (—tva) to nominal stems or names, we get 
a new term with a different meaning, i.e., a term designating a 
guna, a property, locatable in the object designated by the ori- 
ginal name. Thus, 


“A cat—catness" or “water—waterness” 
But now we are being told in effect: 

* Aristotleness — Aristotle" 

* Ditthaness = Dittha" 


Such anomalies are to be tolerated, perhaps, in the interest 
of philosophy. We may refer back to the identity puzzle 
of Frege, and note that there is obviously a cognitive difference 
between 
“Dittha = Dittha" and “Ditthaness = Dittha". 

One is a tautology while the other is a philosophical thesis. 
Notice that "Aristotleness" may not include any of the proper- 
ties that the "description" theorist may think to constitute the 
meaning of the name "Aristotle". It does not matter, for ex- 
ample, whether Aristotle even went to pedagogy or played ten- 
nis for the rest of his life! In some sense, we can say, how- 
ever, that Aristotle (the great Greek philosopher) would not 
have been Aristotle, if he did not do all or most of the things 
he did in his life. And this may have been initially the intui- 
tive basis of the so-called “description” theory of proper names. 
But there is obviously another sense in which it would be im- 
possible or improper to say strictly that Aristotle would not: 
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have been Aristotle. Iago said in Othello: "I am not what 
I am" (Act. I, Sc. I, 65).? Obviously what he said was not 
a nonsense, for he did not negate a true tautology. In fact, 
lago seems to have been aware, unconsciously as it were, of 
the rigid designation theory, for he said a few moments earlier : 


“It is as sure as you are Roderigo, 
Were I the Moore, I would not be Jago:” (56-57) 


It is, it seems to me, a Stricier, different sense that the rigid 
designation theory is after; it is that sense in which it would 
be absolutely nonsensical to say that Aristotle would not have 
been Aristotle. This special sense is brought to focus in con- 
nection with such proper names as "Dittha" for a toy-elephant. 
For once it is ‘baptised’ by the child, it can just lie in the cor- 
ner of the room, or in the attic, for the rest of its life, it will 
still not lose its Ditthaness. For unlike Aristotle, Dittha does 
not have to do anything to make us believe that it is not losing 
its Ditthaness. 


4.7. NYAYA ‘BAPTISMAL’ CEREMONY 


What is the picture of a Nyaya ‘baptismal ceremony’? In 
order to fight a different sort of battle against the grammarians 
and Mimàmsakas, Nyàya speaks of a ‘baptism’ ie. a 'name- 
giving ceremony' conducted by God. The opposite view is that 
the word-object relationship is eternal, in the sense of being 
uncreated, natural, and transcendental. Nyàya-Vai$esika argues 
that it is conventional and hence created by a will in a name- 
giving ceremony. Such a ceremony apparently takes place at 
the beginning of each cycle or creation where God says, assum- 
ing the position of a knowledgeable adult (= uttama-vrddha), 
to man, "From such-and-such word such-and-such object should 
be understood." In other words, convention takes the form of 
an act of will of God as “I wish that you designate the cow- 
lump by the word ‘cow’.” Once this is done, all natural kind 
words ger their reference fixed, and it is passed on from person 
to person, generation to generation, in the referential chain, 
maintaining its original reference at each link. 

How about proper names such as “Aristotle” ? Naturally, 
it is Aristotle's parent or some such person, who “baptised” 
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Aristotle. Nyàya argues that here too God's will is a decisive 
factor. For it is pointed out that there is a scriptual injunction 
which enjoins that the father should, on the eleventh day of the 
birth, name the child. The father in naming the child is only 
carrying out the order or the decree of God. Therefore Aris- 
totle’s “baptism” should not present a problem, although he 
was a pagan, neither a Hindu nor a Christian! In any case, 
the name-giver, in carrying out the will of God, tags, in the 
way I have described, the name to the object. How about some 
modern names, which do not require ritualistic name-giving cere- 
mony?  Nyàya answers that with regards to such names and 
words, the first user, by his act of will, performs the minima] 
name-giving ceremony either explicitly or implicitly. In fact, some 
Naiyayikas argue that the same situation may be true in all cases 
of names, proper names or natural kind names. It is the will 
of the name-giver, and God or God's will may not intervene in 
it at all. The only thing that is needed, according to some 
modern Naiyàyikas, is that the name-giver must have the will 
or intention and the authority to give that name. In fact any 
man can act like Humpty Dumpty and take the authority upon 
himself, provided there is no Alice there to object to it. Who 
does give the name “God”? Mill said that “God” is a proper 
name for the monotheists. “God” or “Brahman” is a proper 
name for the Hindu intellectuals too. Mill, however, argued 
that these names were not, strictly speaking, individual names, 
but general names. For “The majority of mankind have be- 
lieved, and still believe, that there are many gods...” But I 
think this is wrong. For, at least, for a monist Vedantin, 
“Brahman” is the name of the Ultimate Reality, and under no 
conceivable circumstances, we can talk about many such ulti- 
mate realities, unless we are talking metaphorically. However, 
I leave this question open for the present discussion. 
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23. Jayanta, p. 298. Jayanta calls proper names “dravya- 
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to the persons, it is possible to talk about a universal, unchanging pro- 
perty like Devadatta-ness underlying the changing body-stages of the 
person called Devadatta. Thus, an arbitrary name, once the naming 
ceremony is over, can turn into a generic name or jati-sabda, 

28. Matilal (1971), p. 101. 

29. A similar statement of apparent tautology in Bhavabhüti's Utta- 
rarama carita: “Ramo’smi sarvam sahe.” The argument seems to be 
a tautology like this: I endure everything because I am Rama (for 
Ràma endures everything). But obviously, this is not intended as a 
tautology, for otherwise the rhetoric would be lost. 

30. The tentative scriptural passage that is usually quoted by the - 
Sanskrit philosophers is : ekada$e'hani pita nama kuryat. 


5. WORD AND OBJECT-—II 


Apart from the general implication that a theory of meaning has: 
for one's philosophy of religion, I think the Buddhist theory of meaning 
or apoha has a special significance for the philosophy of Buddhist 
religion. One recurrent theme in different forms of Buddhism bas been 
that the pure reality lies, strictly speaking, beyond the domain of 
words, or language. The  word-object relationship is, in Buddhism, 
only conventional, no doubt. But since word can be related only with 
the non-particular, its connection with the particular must be indirect, 
in fact, a negative link called apoha or exclusion. Words do not tell 
us what the thing is, but give us a pretty good indication about what 
it is not, and this indirect indication is enough for making communica- 
tion through language successful. 

The view was propounded by Dinnàga, who held sort of a pheno- 
menalistic-nominalistic position. One seriously entertained consequence 
of this position is that there cannot be any proper name in true sense 
of the term, where the meaning and reference completely coincide. 
Words are like nets that catch fish all right but along with it some 
other items that are not fish. They, do not hit the bull's eye directly, 
nor do they miss the mark completely. 

Another indirect consequence of this theory of meaning is the 
thesis upheld by most religious/mystical philosophers of India: The 
ultimate reality cannot be directly spoken about but only indirectly 
indicated through negation. 


5.1. NOMINALISM OF HOBBES AND DINNAGA 


The nominalistic thesis of Hobbes has been stated in the 
following passage of Leviathan : 

"Of names, some are ‘proper’ and singular to one only 
thing, as ‘Peter’, ‘John’, ‘this man’, ‘this tree’; and some are 
‘common’ to many things, ‘man’, ‘horse’, ‘tree’-—every of which, 
though but one name, is nevertheless the name of diverse par- 
ticular things, in respect of all which together it is called a 
‘universal’, there being nothing in the world universal but names; 
for things named are everyone of them individual and sin- 
gular."! 

If the nominalist says that words are the only universals 
that exist, Dinnaga and his Buddhist followers would readily 
agree. For Dinnaga a universal or a general concept, the sup- 
posed meaning of a general name like "tree" is only a linguis- 
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tic construct. It can also be called a thought construct, for 
we will see presently that, according to Dinnaga, there exist no 
essential difference between a linguistic construct and a thought- 
construct. 


The two philosophers, Dinnága and Hobbes, were almost 
a world apart in their philosophic convictions. I think it is 
because of this difference their occasional agreement, strange it 
may seem sometimes, becomes philosophically illuminating. In 
Computatio Sive Logica? for example, Hobbes propounded a 
much criticized theory of proposition, —a theory that both Abe- 
lard and Ockham (according to Kneale) supported in their own 
way : ‘in every proposition what is signified is the belief of the 
speaker that the predicate is the name of the same thing of 
which the subject is a name.’ According to Kneale and the 
most official doctrine of modern logicians, this was a confusion 
between the two contrasting roles, the referential role of the 
proper name and the descriptive or characteristic role of the 
predicate in a basic proposition. Mill? while mounting his 
severe attack on Hobbes on this point, conceded that this theory 
works with only such proposition that consists of two proper 
names joined by the “is” of identity. According to Mill, Hob- 
bes confused general terms with singular terms or proper names 
and did not realize that general terms (names), unlike singular 
terms, do not simply denote but also have connotation. It seems 
to me, ‘Hobbes’ theory of names along with his nominalism 
was formulated (though somewhat “sloppily”) in order pre- 
cisely to avoid the talk of connotation of general terms, Dinnaga 
proposed a similar analysis of proposition, although it was diffe- 
rently formulated and defended by his theory of apoha. 


5.2. PHENOMENALISTIC BASIS OF NOMINALISM 


Dinnaga’s nominalism was tied to a sort of phenomenalism, 
according to which the world cf reals coincides with the world 
of exclusive particulars that are revealed only in our prelinguis- 
tic and pre-conceptual sensory experience. Among modern phi- 
losophers, N. Goodman seems to be most sympathetic to nomi- 
nalism. Quine is so only to some extent. Goodman's main 
. contribution lies in developing a language that is most suitable 
for phenomenalism and nominalism, a language that would not 
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countenance any non-individuals or non-particulars.* It was 
probably Hobbes’ mistake (if it was Ais mistake at all) to think 
that our talk of, or reference to, connotations, concepts or non- 
individuals can be avoided if we interpret all general names as 
proper names which would be like unmeaning chalk-marks on 
things (to use Mill's expression).° If this were possible then with 
a little ingenuity we can imagine a language that will consist 
presumably of two major varieties of sentences, expressing res- 
pectively identity and difference (non-identity) between things. 
But it is not really essential (as, I think, we are now aware of) 
for nominalism to resort to this device. One can easily adopt 
the powerful, but natural tool of the predicate logic, as Good- 
man and Quine have shown, and maintain, at the same time, 
a nominalistic position as long as one does not countenance non- 
individuals as values of variables. In fact, there is reverse sug- 
gestion in this language— instead of treating general names as 
proper names, we may treat proper names as general names, 
ie. predicates, which are true of, applicable to, one or many 
individuals. This type re-structuring of the logical language 
would not have been possible, perhaps, without the modern 
(Fregean) notion of predicates (as explained by Dummett). 
But this is another matter. The role of reference in modern 
predicate calculus is transferred to the variables of quantifica- 
tion. Thus, Goodman says that “Hume is a philosopher" can 
be interpreted or translated as "Something is called Hume and 
he is a philosopher."* Surprisingly, here both the grammatical 
subject and the predicate terms are interpreted as predicates 
("...is called Hume" and “...is a philosopher") being jointly 
true of, or applicable to, the same individuals. And Hobbes' 
insight was not very far from this. Dinnaga, as we will see, argues 
that both the terms in “The lotus (is) blue" are (in a special 
sense) denotative of the same particular because they agree in 
excluding the same class, that of non-blue non-lotus. This class 
of non-blue non-lotus, let us note, is not equivalent to that of 
neither blue nor lotus, but to that of not (blue-lotus). The 
class is conceived in such a way that everything except a blue 
lotus, for example, even a blue horse or a white lotus, would 
belong to it. The following diagrams will specify the class we 
are talking about. The two intersecting circles represent the 
two classes : blue things and lotuses. The rectangle which con- 
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tains both the circles is the universe of discourse. The class of 
non-blue non-lotus is identified by the shaded area of Diagram 
3. (Note that Diagram 1 represents the class of non-blue by 
its shaded area, and 2 the class of non-lotus). 


non-blue non-Lotus non-blue non-lotus 





Diagram 1 Daigram 2 Diagram 3 


The oddity of quaintness of talking in terms of the nega- 
tive, i.e. the complement classes will be explained later on.’ 


5.3. DINNAGA AND CONCEPTUALISM 


Dinnaga was not a conceptualist. Although most of the 
time Dinnàga's argument would be given in terms of what we 
call today concepts—he opposed the Nyàya realism and the 
Nyáya doctrine of essence or universal by propounding an ex- 
treme position, according to which what exists or really exist 
are evanescent property-particulars. These are called svalaksa- 
nas, unique data that are given. He also allowed that genera- 
lities or non-individuals can be called ‘objects’ (visaya), but 
they are objects of thought and language. In order to under- 
stand this point, one needs to understand the interrelation of 
language and thought according to this view. In this respect 
Dinnaga shared the general view propounded by other such 
Indian philosophers as Bhartrhari? The view is roughly that 
there cannot be any thought without language or speech, and 
vice versa. In fact, it is believed that language and thought 
interpenetrate each other deeply and essentially so that the two 
levels, language and thought can hardly be kept apart in a seri- 
ous discussion. There are many intuitive arguments that can 
be gleaned from the writings of many philosophers in support 
of this point. And, of course, there are arguments to the con- 
trary. One can refer to the saying that ‘thinking is the soul’s 
dialogue with itself’. On the contrary, one can argue that some- 
times we do have the experience that we have thoughts which 
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we cannot articulate in speech. But these points are outside 
the scope of our discussion. The point is, however, that it is 
not possible to have concepts (the way we understand concepts) 
without language. 

The interdependence of language and thought, according to 
both Bhartrhari and Dinnága, is a true interdependence. ‘This 
means that we cannot give priority to one or the other in our 
discussion. They are like two sticks leaning and supporting 
each other. Their common job is imaginative construction 
(vikalpa), that is, in essence, imagination? in the form of 
concept-application and object-identification through a name. It 
is (and this part of thesis is controversial) a fabrication of rea- 
lity performing a self-fulfilling purpose. Language-words objec- 
tify for the sake of supplying their own referents or meanings. 
It seems to me that while many today may agree with the “in- 
terdependence” thesis, notably Davidson," they would balk at 
the second part and there they may part company. 

The notion of imaginative construction was probably first 
articulated in the Indian tradition in the Yogasütra, where at 
least two of its characteristics are mentioned; that imaginative 
construction is essentially dependent upon speech or language 
and that it lacks any reference to reality. Imaginative cons- 
truction is distinguished from reality on. the one hand and from 
unreality on the other. That is why it is described as a fabri- 
cation of reality, or let us say, a second order reality, or if we 
are ungenerous we may call it a pseudo-reality. This is to be 
distinguished from reality as such, i.e., what is usually called the 
ultimate reality—-reality, which is revealed in our correct, un- 
varnished perceptual experience. Imaginative construction is 
also to be distinguished from the “pure” unreality, which ap- 
pears in our errors, illusions, dreams etc. Illusions and dreams 
create objects of their own, and these objects are essentially 
private. They do not admit the test of intersubjectivity. But 
Language is a social art. And through language, we partici- 
pate in a common fiction, a convenient myth. We create a 
picture of reality by imposing on it a structure that, according 
to both Bhartrhari and Dinnága, does not belong there, but it 
is still claimed that this picture is not shattered to pieces even 
when the reality is properly understood. As Frege was insis- 
tent on distinguishing his realm of Sinn from the mental, private 
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images, his ‘thought’ from psychological judgements,’* these: 
philosophers too insisted upon the distinction between pure illu- 
sions or private image, and the "conceptual" reality by an ap- 
peal to intersubjectivity, and common consent. For the sake 
of convenience, we might call the objects or elements of this. 
world of make-believe, posits or concepts. But these ‘concepts’ 
are not those of the conceptualists, or those of the British em- 
piricists. For concepts in the British empiricist tradition are 
usually interpreted as ideas in mind. But the ‘concepts’ of 
Bhartrhari and Dinnaga owe their origin and existence to words 
alone which constitute the other side of the coin in Buddhism 
that we have called thought-construction or vikalpa. Hence, what 
we are dealing with here is not conceptualism but nominalism. 
I will come back to the point. 

As regards the status of concepts (as elements in what we 
have called here imaginative construction), it may be worth- 
while to quote a particular comment of Quine as regards ‘posits 
and truth' : 


"Everything to which we concede existence is a posit from 
the standpoint of a description of the theory-building pro- 
cess, and simultaneously real from the standpoint of the the- 
ory that is being built. Nor let us look down on the stand- : 
point of the theory as make-believe; for we can never do- 
better than occupy the standpoint of some theory or other, 
the best we can muster at the time.”?* 


5.4. DINNAGA'S APOHA-NOMINALISM 


The ‘concepts’ of these Indian philosophers share this double. 
feature—they are real from the standpoint of the language and 
construction, and posits from the standpoint of the description 
of the process of language and construction. 


Dinnaga presunposes a hierarchy of words or concepts. In 
fact he adopts without much modification the hierarchy of cate- 
gories and subcategories of the Vaisesika system, and assumes 
that this gives approximately a correct picture of what common 
language and thought cooperate together to construct. It is not 
quite clear whether Dinndga maintained seriously that general: 
names and universals are indistinguishable and hence identical... 
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I shali present the hierarchy first, by an inverted tree diagram, 
as it was originally conceived, and then to facilitate discussion 
use a formal representation of this hierarchy. (This will also 
show that according to Dinnaga there is a basic agreement in 
our act of inferring and act of conveying a meaning by a word). 


Designatable or knowable 


Existent non-existent 


[En — 0. ..... U... OA CAMLLLLIULLLLLLLLLLLESEISLILLELLULGE.LLLZLLAAGGSCGURÁOGÁÍZÓSOSO,LOI 


substance quality action 
Earth Water etc. Colour etc. Going etc. 
| | 
tree pot etc. red 


Simsapa Palasa etc. 
with fruit with flower etc. 


Let us consider the following : 








V 
V X 

V X x 
A X X 
? 9 9 

? s cM 
(Here, V vydpaka, the pervader. A linga or Sabda. 

X vipaksa, those excluded. ? vyüpya and hence 


dubious 


Let “A” be our starting point. “A” can stand for either a 
linga ‘evidence’ or a Sabda ‘word/concept’, according to Dinnaga. 
The points marked by “V” could be entailed by such a linga or 
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$abda, those marked by *X" would be excluded (vyàvrtta) by 
it, and those marked by “?” would entail it but never be en- 
tailed by it. Given A, we will have an indecision with regard 
to those marked by “?”. Dinnaga is supposed to have claim- 
ed that no matter whether A is an evidence (ie., a reason in 
an inference) such as Sim$apá or a word/concept “lotus”, it will 
have the same logical powers. It will exclude the X’s and 
entail any of the V’s, but it will not entail any ?’s. 

Here, again, one is reminded of some comments made by 
Hobbes. Hobbes once contended that we cannot gain any know- 
ledge through inference unless we use words either implicitly 
or explicitly. Universal names are “imposed” on a number of 
things not because of any universal or connotation, but for their 
“similitude” in some way or other. Hobbes also argued that 
universal names are arranged in some hierarchy :*° 


*And of names universal, some are of more, and some of 
less extent, the larger comprehending the less large, and 
some again of equal extent, comprehending each other re- 
ciprocally. As for example, the name ‘body’ is of larger 
signification than the word ‘man’ and comprehendeth it; 
and the names ‘man’ and ‘rational’ are of equal extent— 
comprehending mutually one another.” (Leviathan) 


Dinnàga, following the Vaisesika hierarchy, argued that the 
meaning of the word ‘color’ is included in or pervaded by, the 
meaning of the word “quality”, while it pervades in its turn or 
includes the meaning of “blue” or "red". And _ co-extensive 
terms "vrksa" and “taru” (both stand for trees), according to 
Dinnàga, will mutually pervade, i.e. ‘imply’ each other. Of 
course, in Dinnaga’s language, we have to say that they cannot 
exclude each other and they both exclude the same class, the 
class of non-trees. Let me explain further. 

Suppose we use the word *tree" presumably to denote, or 
to capture, an individual, a particular. According to this theory 
the use of any word immediately divides the world of concepts 
into two : those that are excluded and those that are not. There 
is a further division in the non-excluded group: those that arc 
implied by it, usually the higher concepts or co-extensive con- 
cepts, and those that imply it, the lower concepts. The ex- 
cluded group is actually a set of contrary possibilities (open- 
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ended) that is not reachable either by upward journey to the 
apex or by downward journey from the nodal point occupied 
by the word "tree". This is an open-ended set, for the picture 
of our inverted tree-diagram is not completely representable. 
But our calling something “tree” er our saying “(it is a) tree” 
does not attribute any property, say, that of being a tree, for 
there is no such property to be attributed. Words do not de- 
note the objects nor do they give any positive characterization 
of them, but they only capture ihe objects via a negative 
characterization. “Tree”—the word merely functions to exclude 
an indefinite number of positive characterizations or concepts. 
For example when we have applied the word “tree” to a parti- 
cular, we know that, if it is a true application of the word 
"tree", the same individual/particular cannot be at the same 
time truly describable as “a man" or “a bird" or “a worm”. 
In fact application of the word "tree" is illuminating only in 
this way, i.e., it excludes a number of other words, or disjunc- 
tive set of words/concepts. This follows from the logical re- 
lation between what we call concepts, ie., the interrelation oi 
concepts exemplified by the hierarchy diagram.  Dinnáge says 
that this is the only meaning that we can attach to the word 
"tree", viz. 'exclusion of non-tree possibilities! where "non-tree 
possibilities" is only a blanket expression for a disjunctive set 
of the kind described already. 

Let us now discuss a compound expression “(The) blue 
lotus" as applied to a particular, or the sentence “The lotus is 
blue" to describe a fact. According to Dinnaga, here, both 
terms, "blue" and “lotus” are used predicatively with regard to 
ihe same particular. In fact, “Something is blue and it is also 
a lotus" would be a good expansion of the same expression?®. 
Dinnaga says that even concurrence of the two words in Sans- 
krit regarding their taking the same suffix shows that they are 
intended to be capturing the same object. What happens ? The 
word/concept "blue", as before, excludes a disjunctive set 
(which we may call non-blue possibilities) and similarly the 
word/concept “lotus” excludes the set of non-lotus possibilities. 
So finally what happens is that the joint expression excludes a 
bigger set, non-blue non-loius possibilities. We have narrowed 
down our net in an attempt to capture the particular. And if 
‘We use, for example, *(A) big blue fresh lotus" we have nar- 


100 Logical and Ethical Issues of Religious Belief 


rowed down our net further for we have excluded a much: 
bigger set. 

In all these cases, J am using an indefinite article to main- 
tain the force of Dinndga’s argument. Since Sanskrit never 
uses a definite article corresponding to “the” in English, it is. 
difficult to know what would be Dinnàga's explanation of defi- 
nite description. ‘There are, however, demonstratives in Sanskrit, 
which are sometimes used as a proxy for the definite article. I 
shall come back to the problem of “this” and “that”. 


5.5. VERBAL JUDGEMENT AND INFERENCE 


The above hierarchy diagram or some variation of it can. 
be used to settle some points about inference according to 
Dinnaga. What is the basic form of an inference? From 4, 1 
infer B. A is called the inferential mark or evidence and B is. 
the inferable. Dinnaga says here again ‘A’ and 'B' stand for 
nothing but word/concepts (i.e. just words). Now inferential 
passage from A to B is justified only in either of the two situ- 
ations. (1) A and B are two distinct words/concepts but they 
have the same excluding jorce, ie. one excludes a disjunctive 
set that happens to coincide wiih the set excluded by the other. 
This happens when both A and B have, to use modern termi- 
nology, the same extension, although they are /ntensionally dis- 
tinguishable. (2) B is higher than A in the hierarchy, i.e., one 
meets B only in one's upward journey to the apex from A. This 
means that the set excluded by A is bigger than that by B. In 
modern terminology, A’s extension is a subset of B's extension. 

Let us cite concrete examples. If the expression “a pro- 
duct" is applicable to a particular then we can infer that “des- 
tructible" is also applicable to it. Consider "x is a product 

Ergo, x is destructible." 
Here the set of non-products coincides with the set of non- 
destructible. Therefore the two words/concepts are, although 
intensionally distinguishable, extensionally equivalent. 

We may also infer that the word/concept ‘‘an animal" is 
applicable to a particular, if the word/concept *a dog" is appli- 
cable. In other words, 

“x is a dog, ergo, x is an animal.” 
Here the word/concept "dog" excludes a set bigger than that 
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"which the word/concept “animal” excludes. A word is cor- 
rectly applied to a particular only if none of the excluded word/ 
‘concept is applicable to it, and similarly an inferential mark 
.or evidence is a correct mark of another concept if and only 
if none of the words/concepts excluded by the mark is appli- 
cable to the particular to which the other concept is supposed 


.to apply. 


5.6. NAMES RESOLVED INTO DESCRIPTIONS 


I have spoken earlier of the gradual narrowing down of 
‘the net of naming act to capture the intended particulars. But 
this seems to be a never ending process, unless we use, in the 
absence of a definite article, some demonstratives or some pro- 
per name. In other words, we were talking about only general 
terms and their combinations. For Dinnàga, probably, they are 
all to be taken in the sense of some predicate or other attri- 
buting some pseudo-property to the particular, which pseudo- 
property, a universal, is to be explained in a negative fashion 
indicated above." But how about the referential uses of these 
terns? How about the proper names and the demonstratives ? 

Ihe answer of the Buddhist on these questions is interest- 
ing though a bit complicated. First, we have to understand 
that the Buddhists along with some other Indian philosophers 
commonly suffered from what I would call *linguaphobia". This 
-does not mean the usual doctrine that language distorts reality. 
This means that words, speech or language cannot pick out or 
point to the ultimately real. It is difficult to say whether Dinnaga 
suffered from the same phobia, or not. But at least it is par- 
tially clear that he did. For him the ultimately reals are the 
Svalaksanas, the exclusive particulars, each is unique, simple 
and dissimilar. And they are in principle inexpressible in words. 
They are only grasped or revealed by our pre-linguistic, pre- 
constructive sensory or perceptual experience. And they are 
also momentary as much as the corresponding sensory experi- 
ence is. This form of phenomenalism supplies the basis of 
Dinnaga’s nominalism. The particular flashes in its own full 
glory in such a pre-linguistic and pre-constructive sensory ex- 
“perience. If we conceptualize it, it loses its particularity, which 
„means that it loses itself. It is of course not quite correct to 
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say that there are only sensory experiences that are pre-linguis- 
tic and pre-constructive. For Diünàga, and all Buddhists, ex- 
tend this notion to mental experiences or internal experiences. 
Internal states, such as pleasure, pain, anger and other cogni- 
tive experiences are also grasped by mind as faculty in a pre- 
linguistic, pre-constructive ‘minding’. This is, however, not im- 
portant for our purpose. What is important is to note that the 
unique particular is inexpressible, i.e., unnameable. Why? Let 
us follow the argument of Dharmakirti."* 

Let us recall the model of the Baptismal ceremony. For 
the Buddhist, however, there is no God, and hence the name- 
giver is only a person whose authority counts in the commu- 
nity. In a name-giving ceremony, a name-giver by an act of 
his will, gives a name to an object. Why? For presumably 
in that way he end others present in the ceremony can use the 
name, after the ceremony is cver, to indicate or designate the 
object concerned. 


“Certainly words (names) do not designate the object 
without there being a ceremonial fixation of the naming- 
relation with the object. Ceremonal fixation of naming 
relation is done for the purpose of usage.” 

“From this name Whose naming-relation has been cere- 
monially fixed let everybody understand that object.”— 
this is the usage.” 


Dharmakirti now argues that the same svalaksana or the unique: 
particular, which is also momentary, cannot both participate in 
the naming ceremony by being present there for ostension and 
later on be designated by the name in question. For this is 
impossible for the momentary particulars. For they are all 
distinct from each other, at each moment and in each place.. 
We are in fact talking about a number of similar objects over 
a period of time rather than the same object. The body of 
John or Devadatta, for instance, changes at every moment.. 
We are, therefore, using the name for the common, continuing. 
character, a universal, identical with word/concept “John”. The. 
word “John”, therefore, would be used attributively, it will ex- 
clude a very, very big set, and consequently it will narrow down. 
its net to capture, the particular to a considerable extent. But still. 
this smallest net will capture, as is probably the ingrained charac- 
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ter of the nets to do so, not only the intended object but also 
many others who are, to change the metaphor, sailing in the same 
boat. The implication is probably that, in our present day ter- 
minology, the proper names are not disguised descriptions but 
undisguised predicates or general names applicable to a number 
of particulars, or to use Quine’s phrase, true of them. 

This rather surprising element or oddity of this theory 
needs some explaining. When we are talking about an objec- 
tive reference by a word or a name, the main thing to settle 
is to fix the objects first, i.e., te fix our standards of sameness 
and difference. If we talk about bodies, for example, for they 
are considered sometimes basic objects assumed by common 
sense, do we take into account at all of the different perspec- 
tives in which the same body appears? Material bodies, of 
course, do not appear in the blank, for even the blank sky pro- 
vides a perspective. Now, it is a decision we make to count 
our objects, bodies for example, as identical ignoring the chan- 
ges in their perspectives, so that we can use proper names to 
refer to them. It is difficult to give a name to what is ever 
fluctuating in the strict Buddhist sense, for naming assumes some 
stability in what is being named. This consideration shows, at 
least, the arbitrary character of our decision about bodies. A 
physical body is conceived as retaining its sameness over time 
differences and differences of perspective. It is possible to 
think of a situation where we choose not to make this deci- 
sion. In that situation, the reference of our singular terms 
will become ever slippery. It seems normal, under such cir- 
cumstances, to advise our terms, our proper names, to switch 
roles. Instead of naming or referring, they may be asked to 
describe the particular or take the role of predicate. We would 
be barking up the wrong tree if we find such a theory of pro- 
per names a little odd. It is the ontology of an everchanging, 
unique-in-itself property— particulars that makes such a theory 
necessary. 


t l 


5.7. DEMONSTRATIVES 


Let us now talk about the demonstratives, “this” and 
“that” Do they refer? Yes, in an indirect sort of way or 
in the way all other names may be said to refer. For accord- 
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ing to the Indian theory in general, these two are not proper 
names but disguised descriptions. In fact they are said to un- 
pack as genuine predicates: "that" is a subject-place is to be 
understood as “something that is what you and I know, not 
present here but lies at a distance”. It is also argued by the 
Buddhist, when the speaker utters the expression “this” the ob- 
ject or the particular datum he was trying to refer to, if he did, 
in the immediately previous moment has now vanished and he 
is in all probability referring to an image of the object. So here 
again the net has missed, i.e., has captured more than it should. 
Another fact thai complicates the theory is that each word is 
considered, among other things, self-referential, probably in the 
sense that the utterance of the word reveals the word itself. 
Hence the net, ie. the word-utterance here captures, at least 
three items, the past object, the present image, and the word 
itself.!'? 

Quine has stated his well-known thesis, which he has called 
the inscrutability of reference in the following manner. Objective 
reference, according to him, is “behaviourally inscrutable”. 
Briefly, Quine's argument is that reference involves more than 
the simple ability to acknowledge a presence. Even if a child 
or an adult foreigner utters “red” in the presence of red things 
or being asked to point to red periorms his ostension success- 
fully, his behaviour does not guarantee that he is referring to 
red. Why? For one thing, we cannot assume that this is the 
case, short of imputing our own ontology to the subject, the 
child or the adult foreigner. lf this is circumvented by poin- 
ting out that the child's or the foreign adult's ontology and 
ours may overlap at many points, Quine argues that the verbal 
- response “red” does not, in this case, imply that "red" is being 
used to name a colour. For it may be naming, instead, a 
patch, a body or an episode. Therefore it is concluded that 
Objective reference is inscrutable for we do not know what the 
child is referring when he utters “red” in the presence of a red 
thing. I cite this thesis only to show another insurmountable 
problem of reference albeit based upon different considera- 
tions. What we are dealing with in regard to Dinnaga or Dhar- 
makirti, amounts to, not certainly inscrutability of reference, 
but rather failure of reference. We may capture the object 
concerned by the word we apply but we also capture more 
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‘items, necessarily, by the same word. Hence no term is a truly 
singular term. 


5.8. EFFABILITY OF THE PARTICULARS 


What we have so far been able to establish? We have 
here a type of nominalism according to which there are, pro- 
perly speaking, no proper names, or a theory which claims that 
our language cannot contain any proper name. Direct desig- 
nation of things, svalaksanas, particulars, seems to be impos- 
sible if we allow the doctrine of evanescing particulars, i.e., the 
flux doctrine, and combine it with the model of a name giving 
ceremony. It is important to argue to the contrary. We may 
note that the so-called ineffability, or undesignability of the par- 
ticular cannot finally be maintained. It is possible with a little 
ingenuity to designate the particular even if we have to do it 
through its image. Besides, language and thought, (command 
etc.,) set people to action. We cannot ride a horse-concept 
but a real horse. The objects of our action cannot be mere 
word-concepts, they should be seal particulars. The real par- 
ticular, smoke-occurrence  (d/uima-ksana), comes out of the 
real particular, fire-occurrence (vahni-ksana). Thus, the rela- 
tion of succession (causation) holds between such real parti- 
culars, although our inference operates with *words/concepts' or 
imaginative constructs. But what makes such inference a piece 
of knowledge (prama) is the tact that it is founded upon such 
zeal particulars. Therefore, it may be claimed we also reach 
real particulars through our word as we do through inference. 
It may be pointed out that the act of predication, if it is sup- 
posed to be directed towards the real particular, cannot be pos- 
sible unless we have captured that particular by our linguistic 
effort. We may recall Quine, who in his regimented language 
wishes to put the burden of objective reference entirely on the 
apparatus of quantification, variables and identity. 

Faced with these problems, the Buddhist (Dharmakirti) 
modifies his ineffability doctrine. Of course, it is admitted 
that the particular 1s, in some sense, namable. But, what then 
happens to the alleged scriptural support of the ineffability doc- 
trine? Here what I have called the linguaphobia of the Bud- 
dhists comes to play a role. It seems that these philosophers 
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“fear” language while they nevertheiess ride upon it all along. 
-It is a bid odd to fear the horse while one is always riding upon. 
it?! Let us see briefly what is behind this oddity. Reality is 
ultimately nameless, it is only for our convenience (for think- 
ing about, for communicating and talking about) that we assign, 
or pretend to assign, by an act of will, a name to it. Of course, 
in naming we follow some guiding principles agreed upon by 
the ccmmunity. But it is argued that the purely arbitrary 
and conventional character of naming should not be forgotten. 
There are, it is believed, no essences or basic properties in the 
objects which are responsible for, and hence invariably connec- 
ted with, names or words. In our search for the reality, there-. 
fore, we should not confuse name with things. What we 
search for and try to capture and communicate is the reality,. 
even the real particulars, if you like, which are ultimately 
nameless. Naming is done only for the sake of our conveni- 
ence. In order to maintain this point and also to resolve the 
above problem regarding the scriptures, the Buddhist resorts to 
the familiar exegetical device. The particular is unnamable 
from the ultimate point of view, but, of course it is namable. 
from the point of view of convention etc. Jüana$ri says : “The 
scripture says that nothing is effable ultimately”? The impli- 
cation is that from non-ultimate standpoint, of course, the par- 
ticular is namabie. 

We may turn now to the other feature of this theory. I 
have said that this theory is not conceptualism, although we 
have been talking in terms of concepts all the time. But being. 
consistent with nominalism, the Buddhists do not interpose 
concepts between words and what the words are supposed to 
apply to. The conceptualist differs from the realist in saying. 
that a word is general and meaningful because there is in the 
mind a corresponding general concept or a general idea. In 
his explanation, he cannot let the concepts be located in the 
things nor can he assign them io a separate world. We generally 
think of the classical British empiricists, when we talk about 
conceptualism. What they did was to talk in terms of “ideas” 
which were presumably universals divorced from the things and 
wedded to the mind. Nominalists and the Buddhists, however, 
would like to get the universal divorced from the things and 
wedded to the words. The problem of universals is in this. 
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way turned into the problem of explaining away the meaning 
of words. How this could be done? The general ideas of 
the conceptualists do not fare very well. For, among other 
things, (mental) ideas appear to be elusive and private. [Since 
I have talked about the phobia of the Buddhists about langu- 
age, in the same vein, I may mention the “phobia” of many 
modern philosophers about privacy or psychologism. Frege, for 
example, developed his notion of “thought” (Gedanke) partly 
in order to oppose psychologism. But then he was charged 
with Platonism]. 


.. To be true to empiricism, conceptualists will have to accept 
the Gassendi dictum, "Nothing is in the mind without it first 
being in the senses." They will have to allow in this way the 
sensory basis, to some extent, of concepts. One possible way 
to stop short of realism and continue to maintain that non- 
particulars are not real, would be to develop, as Hume did, a 
‘resemblance theory’ to account for the origin of general. 
ideas.2> The task of a nominalist is apparently much 
more severe. 


5.9. STRICT NOMINALISM 


A nominalist accepts a world of only discrete, unique par- 
ticulars. For Dinnaga, this apparently rules out any actual 
similarity or resemblance between two such particulars. If a 
nominalist is alsc a Buddhist then he will have to admit that 
all such particulars are, in additicn, evanescent, property-like. 
particulars. This, however, does not help us to explain why 
and how we do have, as we certainly do, general terms in our 
language. One explanation is that we "create" them by our 
own choice, either arbitrarily or for our convenience and as 
long as there is agreement among the language-users, this need 
not present any problem. The Buddhist explanation has also. 
a moral dimension. According to them, we are impelled, as 
we are so conditioned from beginningless time, to invent ob- 
jects of our desire, lust, fear, etc., and hence wa objectify with. 
the help of language and construction, although the reality, i.e.,. 
the real particulars neither lend any support to it nor resist it. 
But this is hardly a satisfactory explanation. An explanation. 
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that can be sustained will probably have to appeal to some 
modified version of the Resemblance theory. The Buddhists 
were however not unaware of it. Let us see how. 

Naming by arbitrary choice smacks of Humpty Dumptyism. 
But perhaps, a pure nominalist has to be a disciple of Humpty 
Dumpty. “When I use a word it means just what I choose it 
to mean, neither more nor less... The question is which is to 
be the master,-——that's all.” If no two particulars resemble 
each cther in any conceivable respect, then use of a term to 
apply to both becomes a matter of decree from Lord Humpty 
Dumpty. 

The nominalist can however ve less militant and accept 
some forms of the resemblance doctrine, or even a “family re- 
semblance” doctrine. By making use of a judicious mixture 
of arbitrariness and convenience he can not only account for the 
origin of general terms but also argue for a regimentation of 
ordinary language a la Quine. Quine, to be sure, is not a nomi- 
nalist, but his sympathy for nominalism (via Goodman) is well- 
known. His regimented language is isolated and schematized 
in a familiar form, the predicate calculus. It has a simple 
grammar and a lexicon of predicates, and variables of quanti- 
fication are the only singular terms. This seems to accomodate 
nominalism, as long as we do not worry about the meanings 
of predicates, but only understand how to apply them truly or 
falsely to the particulars. For a more suitable language for 
nominalism one may consult Goodman, who is perhaps more 
serious minded among modern philosophers about the case for 
nominalism (although his position is differently formulated in 
his new book).?: | 

Turning to the Buddhists, we may note that Dharmakirti 
clearly rejected Humpty Dumptyism. He argues that it is true 
that meaning is given to words arbitrarily, i.e. according to the 
desire of the person, but it is not that the desire is uncontrol- 
lable and admits no guidance. For, the final controlling factor 
for actions and desires is the goal or the result that is intended 
to.be achieved (phalàrtha). The naming act is therefore con- 
trolled by the goal which is communication. 


“Certainly all determinate efforts are undertaken for the 
fruit. For fruitless efforts are to be ignored.” 
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' lice rightly wondered whether the goal of communication will 
be achieved with Humpty Dumptyism. 

Second, Dharmakirti argued that it is a mistake to assert 
that each particular is exclusive aud unique. For distinction 
between ultimate particulars is ultimate or germane to them :*° 


“Ultimate objects (particulars) by themselves do neither 
relate with (or resemble) nor differ from, one another. 
It is falsification of cognition that assigns to them either 
one form (word/concept) or many forms (many words/ 
concepts )." 


The ultimates are in principle uncharacterizable. (This also 
-neans that they are in principle ineffable, or indescribable). 
Hence to the extent they are characterized as “unique” or “par- 
ticular” or “distinct” or “similar” it involves language and 
thought-construction. Therefore there are no ultimate charac- 
terization, although we use such characteristics in our discourses. 
Dharmakirti says that the particulars or the ultimates are by na- 
ture neutral to distinctness or identity, but some of them happen 
to cause or give rise to a similar type of cognition and do not 
cause any other type. In other words, it is merely a contin- 
gent fact that cognitions of similarity emerge from the parti- 
culars which are in themselves dissimilar. This allows us to 
group them under one word/concept by excluding others.?' 
Hence a sort of resemblance theory is also appealed to here 
and that apparently saves the day for the Buddhist. 

There are, however, some advantages in the Buddhist 
theory. First and foremost, the intimacy of language and 
thought is brought to the fore. It is even believed here that 
they are like two sides of the same coin. Whether the two 
together constitute a second-order reality or not is an inter- 
esting question of metaphysics which we may leave aside for 
the present. But it is an important point, for at least on the 
face of it, this notion avoids the extreme mentalism and pri- 
vacy of meanings or ideas. For language is a social art, and 
hence the posits due to language are common properties of all 
those who play the language-game. The charge of psycholo- 
gism is mostly met in this way. 

l Second, the appeal to essences or ingrained properties are 
‘obviously avoided and hence the spirit of empiricism is upheld. 
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‘The significant part of the theory is that grouping is allowed 
.on the basis of exclusion and negation. Two or more parti- 
culars do not have to agree in any respect for being grouped 
together for the application of a general term, but they will 
only have to jointly disagree from certain other particulars, i.e. 
the rest of the universe. This is what is accomplished by say- 
ing that the word "tree" under this theory means “exclusion 
of non-trees". There seems to be a sort of artificiality in this 
analysis of meaning. But is it really artificial? Consider the 
following : I see an object at a distance which I cannot identify 
either as.a dog or as a tiger. But even at this stage, the par- 
ticular or its cognitive counterpart tells me a lot of things, 
viz. that it is neither a boat, nor a bird, nor an airplane, nor an 
automobile, nor a fly, nor a worm, nor a rose, nor a daisy and 
so on and so forth. It is nct that we think about the others 
individually; we may get them in one sweep. And in this way 
we may identify it as a dog eventually. Therefore it is not 
unnatural to assume that successful application of “dog” means 
that the process of exclusion of the rest has just been con- 
cluded. We may tlso choose to exclude another set of objects, 
viz. that it is not a chair, noi water, not a table, not a bed, 
and so on. In this way we may end up applying the word 
"animal" to it to mean exclusion of non-animals. In any case 
it is argued that the application of words is illuminating in this 
negative way; it can tell us what the object/particular is not, in- 
stead of telling what it is, for attempt to tell what it is will either 
fail or end up countenancing entities other than particulars. 
We may say, borrowing an expression of Quine (“Flight from 
intension”) that this is the Buddhist flight from countenancing 
non-particulars. 
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6. INEFFABILITY 


Very often in philosophy of religion one tries to evaluate what 
we may call religious/mystical experience. The common claim of all 
mystics is that the mystical reality or (and) the mystical experience is. 
ineffable. This ineffability doctrine obviously presupposes an ‘effability’ 
doctrine, a theory of meaning, a philosophy of language. After exa- 
` mining the two rival theories of meaning that became prominent in the 
Indian philosophical/religious tradition, [ now come to examine the: 
‘ineffability’ doctrine : 

: “Wherefrom words turn back 
along with the mind.” (Taittiriya Upanishad 2.4.1) 
Proper understanding of the ineffability thesis requires, I think, a lot 
more than what can be done here. One needs to understand for ex- 
ample the designative, descriptive, metaphorical and evocative functions. 
of our language. I shall try here only an impressionistic account re-- 
garding different theories about these functions of the language. 


6.1. THE DOCTRINE 


William James, (in 1902) in his important study, Varieties 
of Religious Experience, noted four common distinctive marks 
of any ‘mystical’ experience :! (1) ineffability, (2) noetic qua- 
lity, which James explained as the experiencer’s feeling that 
the mystical experience is a deeper insight into truth and an 
authority on truth, (3) transiency, and (4) passivity. W. T. 
Stace m his 1960 book Mysticism and Philosophy has men- 
tioned several other characteristics of a mystical experience.’ 
But I do not think he makes any substantial addition to the 
above list. Of the four characteristics noted by James, I will 
have nothing to say here about the last two. I will concen- 
trate upon the first which, to my mind, is more important in 
the sense of being more universal as a mark of mysticism, or, 

least, of what I shall call religious mysticism. Regarding 
the second, I will only make some incidental comments. 

First, the character of ineffability. Let me begin by quot- 
ing two verses from Sanskrit in translation : 


"Not a word was uttered by you, O Master, and (yet) 
all the disciples were refreshed by the  Dharma-. 
Showe:." 

(Ascribed to Nagarjuna, G. Tucci) 
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“How strange! Under the banyan tree are old men. 
Their teacher is only a boy. His explanation con- 
sists in silence. Yet the disciples have been made 
free from doubts (through correct understanding)." 
(Daksinàmürtistotra, Masson and Patwardhan )*. 


The two verses quoted above are from two different streams 
Of Indian tradition. The first is taken from the tradition of 
Mahayana Buddhism, while the second is from Advaita Vedanta 
of Samkara. Taken together, they present us with the classic, and 
in every sense, poetic formulation of what I shall call here the 
Ineffability doctrine. Simply stated, the /neffability doctrine 
means that (a) the Ultimate Reality is ineffable, and (b) the 
mystical experience in which the Ultimate Reality is supposed 
to be revealed is also beyond words. The Upanisadic mysti- 
cism of ancient India was eloquent about the ineffability of the 
bliss of Brahmar. Thus the Taittiriya says. 


Wheretrom words turn back along with the mind, 
without reaching the bliss of Brahman. 


and the Katha notes: 


‘This is it—thus they recognize 
The highest happiness that is ineffable.* 


In both these passages, the authors insist that the peak experi- 
ence in Brahman realization is something that cannot be put 
into words. It 1s too deep for words. 


62. PHILOSOPHY OF LANGUAGE AND 
THE MYSTICAL 


It seems to be a matter of curious coincidence that the 
ancient philosophers of religion and the mystics are apparently 
in agreement with some modern philosophers of language who, 
under the influence of Ludwig Wittgenstein, hold to the doc- 
trine of Ineffability in some form or other. It is, however, 
true that the Western mystics and théologians in the Judeo- 
Christian tradition propound the  4/neffability doctrine in the 
sense that there is something called God or the divine but 
nothing in principle can be said about its nature. And this is 
not exactly the same as the position of Wittgenstein in Tracta- 
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ius. Much of what is called the mystical in Tractatus depends 
a great deal upon what is said in the whole book about logic 
and language, objects and facts. But, nevertheless, Wittgens- 
tein made many pronouncements that strike a very familiar 
note in the heari of the mystics : 


“Most of the propositions and questions to be found 
in philosophical works are not false but nonsensical." 
TLP, 4.003 


“They are, indeed, things that cannot be put into 
words. They make themselves manifest. They are 
what is mystical.” 

6.522 
“The main point is the theory of what can be ex- 
pressed (gesagt) by propositions--i.e. by language 
(and, what comes to the same, what can be thought) 
and what cannot be expressed by propositions, but only 
shown(gezeigt); which, I believe, is the cardinal pro- 
blem of philosophy. . . .” 


(Letter to Russell, quoted in Anscombe, p. 161) 


Some interesting formulations of the ineffability doctrine are, 
nevertheless, found in the Indian tradition in writings of those 
who dealt with the philosophy of language and the philosophy 
of perception. The  Nàgàrjunian critique of language is well 
known: The ultimate reality (fattva) is beyond what is diver- 
sified bv our discursive thought or language (cf. prapaficair a- 
prapancitam).° 

Aryadeva, for example, contends that although silence (arya- 
tusnimbhava) is the best method to instruct the Ultimate Rea- 
lity, philosophic discourses are not entirely useless’ : 


“Just as a mleccha (one speaking a foreign tongue) 
cannot be made to undersiand by any other language 
but his own, so also (ordinary) people cannot be 
made to understand by anything except the conven- 
tional language.” 


In the Lankavatàra-sütra, the Tathagata says this with the 
help of a simile : 
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“Just as a king or merchant (at first) attracts his. 
children with the help of beautiful clay animals for 
play, and then (at the right time) gives them real 
animals as presents similarly I attract men by show- 
ing various shadow characteristics of the dharmas and 
then instruct them (when the right time comes) the 
Bhütakoti which is to be experienced by each of 
them personally." 


One may be reminded here of the “ladder” analogy of Witt- 
genstein. 

Bhartrhari, in developing his philosophy of language, pro- 
pounded a doctrine which says that the relation between the 
name and the named is unnamable, or more generally, the 
relation between the signifier (words, sentences) and the signi- 
fied (things, facts) is insignifiable. This may mean that in 
order to signify something or even name something by a lin- 
guistic expression, a word, we need to depend upon a basis 
or ground (nimitta)—a theory of meaning which is already ac- 
cepted and discussed by the Naiyayikas (Lecture 4). The re- 
sult will be obvicusly paradoxical if we apply this principle to 
signify the signification relaticn. Another problem similar to 
that of ineffability is apparently involved in Frege's doctrine 
of ‘sense’ which is supposed to determine the referent of a word. 
For the sense of an expression is the mode of presentation of 
its referent. But to convey what the sense of the expression 
is, we have to choose that means o1 mode of stating what the 
referent is which displays the sense.'? 

Dinnaga, while developing his theory of sense-perception, 
talked about another type of ineffability, the ineffability of the sva- 
laksanas, exclusive ‘property’-particulars. They are, to use Din- 
naga’s own words, self-manifesting (sva-samvedya), inexpres- 
sible in words (anirdesya) and visible to the respective sense- 
organs (indriya-gocara). What can be seen, cannot be said, 
which is not exactly what one finds in the Tractatus of 
Wittgenstein : what cannot be said but somehow can be 
shown. 

Indian philosophers, who hold to the doctrine of Ineffabi- 
lity in some form or other, agree that all philosophic discourses 
about the Ultimate Reality are provisional, but not useless. 
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6.3. METAPHOR 


How does the mystic present the ineffable ? 

1 shall limit my comments to how the Indian philosophers 
üried to present the ineffable, i.e., the Ultimate Reality. Towards 
the end I would concentrate on Nagarjuna. My own position 
js that the so-called ineffable is not really, or ultimately, in- 
effable. 

Broadly speaking, Indian philosophers resort to one of the 
three different methods by which they think the notion of the 
ineffable ultimate reality may be effectively conveyed. The first, 
and perhaps the most common, method is to use poetic meta- 
phors and rhetoric to convey the notion that is, in principle, 
incommunicable. Literature on mysticism beginning from the 
Upanishads abounds in such poetic descriptions. A poet and 
a mystic, though different, are comparable. Mystical poets form 
a familiar category. If poetic experience is communicable 
through poetry, then a mystic-poet can possibly communicate, 
through mystic-poems, his mystical experiences that would have 
eluded communication in everyday language. The mystical 
experience can thus be communicable through a device : poetry, 
metaphor, analogy etc. Thus, one can say that the mystical ex- 
perience, like the poetic experience, is not totally incommuni- 
cable. Only one has to find a different sort of medium to 
communicate it, a mystical poem. I would classify most pas- 
sages in the Upanishads under this category. (Here I shall be 
using the expression “the mystical" which will ambiguously de- 
note both the mystical experience and its content, the ultimate 
reality. According to the general literature on mysticism, how- 
ever, these two are regarded as non-different). 


If the above argument is considered cogent then it has the 
‘support of a very well-known aesthetician of India, Anandavar- 
dhana. The medium can, of course, be imperfect and not 
everybody would understand what the mysti¢ is trying to say, but 
still communication of some sort takes place, and not everybody 
understands poetry in the same way either. 


In this context, I interpret the ineffability thesis as one 
that says that our language, in its ordinary use, is inadequate 
. to express the ultimate reality. The poctic or metaphorical 
ase of language is therefore a substitute for the descriptive use 
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of language, but the mystic may still claim that it falls short 
of the ideal of successful communication unless the receiving 
end is adequately and properly sensitized, i.e. roughly the list- 
ener shares a kindred feeling and an attitude. As Al Gazali 
exclaimed, “Who will understand drunkenness if one does not 
get drunk himself ??7' An Indian mystic poet said, “The pain 
from the poison of snake-bite is unknown to persons never 
bitten by snake.” 

It seems to me that this point about the success of mystic 
poems is compatible with what Paul Henle says in “Mysticism 
and Semantics".? Showing that the principle of commutativity 
is ineffable in a commutative symbolism, he generalized that 
"there are symbolisms in which certain things cannot be said 
and so are ineffable.” He also allows that “to show that a 
statement is ineffable, one must have a broader symbolism in 
which it can be expressed, but this does not prevent a state- 
ment being ineffable with regard to some particular symbolism”’.. 

The religious mvstic may claim that his insight is ineffable 
with regard to all known symbolisms. But if we permit poetry, 
a different sort of svmbolism, to convey the mystical, as many 
respectable religious mystics did ali over the world, then we 
have to say that our ordinary language puts a limitation on 
what can be expressed properly in it (“one’s symbolism limits 
what can be said" Henle) and therefore mysticism is ineffable 
with regard to ii. All we have to stipulate is that the poet's 
language or the mystic’s language is a different sort of symbo- 
lism, where what is ineffable in ordinary everyday language 
is at least communicable or presentable, and therefore expres- 
sible in a sense. 

One may dispute the point by saying that the poetic lan- 
guage is not different from ordinary language. But the point 
remains, even if we abandon the example of poetic language, 
as long as we allow, as Henle's paper seems to imply, that 
the conceptual system of ordinary language is limited in the 
sense that not everything that is knowable is expressible within 
the system. This leaves open the possibility that a different 
symbolism can be devised where what is not expressible in 
ordinary language can be presented in some way or other. 

Henle has shown that our study of semantics can estab-- 
lish that there are symbolisms in which certain things cannot. 
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be said, and so are ineffable. But it cannot establish the fact 
that what the mystics are trying to express is ineffable in this 
way. To establish this fact we need at least to find a new 
symbolism for expressing what is now inexpressible. I have 
suggested that poetry of the mystic may be taken to be such a 
new symbolism, and perhaps a flash of inspiration, much in 
the same way as a poetic inspiration, can provide this new 
required symbolism. 


6.4. THE PARADOXICAL 


The second method is to use paradoxes and contradiction.. 
Of course, in poetic language we have already paradoxes and 
contradiction but they are all part of the rhetoric or poetic style, 
and they need not be treated as real paradoxes or contradic- 
tion. As the Indian aesthete would put it, such contradictions 
are not düsana (faults) but bhüsana (ornaments) that consti- 
tute beauty. But in ordinary language a paradox is a paradox, 
and a contradiction is a contradiction. It is often claimed by 
writers on mysticism today that this is the paradoxicality of the 
mystical consciousness itself. Let us understand what we mean 
by paradoxes here. I do not think that the mystics talk about 
antinomies such as the antinomy of classes, or of self-reference. 
Ordinarily a paradox means any conclusion that sounds absurd 
but that has an argument to sustain it. In the case of anti- 
nomy, the sustaining argument is seen to be sound. But the 
mystical paradoxes consist in merely joint application of con- 
tradictory predicates or descriptions. Examples of this para- 
dox are generally culled from the writings of the mystics. Such 
opposite predicates are generally applied to the mystical, the 
ineffable ultimate reality. 


Let us use W. T. Stace, a very popular writer in recent 
times, for collecting examples of the mystical paradoxes.? One 
is called the pantheistic paradox which says that God and the 
world are both identical and non-identical. The other is cal- 
led the plenum-vacuum paradox. Another paradox is called 
that of the dissolution of individuality, which talks of an ex- 
perience where the ordinary subject-object dichotomy is abo- 
lished. All these paradoxes have been widely authenticated by 
the mystics in their talks and writings. The critics of mysti- 
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«ism usually argue that because of this paradoxicality of their 
claim, their credibility should be in question. But I think this 
criticism is misdirected. For, if paradoxes are used as a device 
to communicate the ineffable, much as poetic language is used 
for the same purpose, then we cannot use them are our ground 
for rejecting mysticism as incomprehensible. For the mystic 
points out that of course what he is trying to say is incompre- 
hensible as long as we try to comprehend it with our familiar 
symbol system or the ordinary language. But ordinary lan- 
guage is the one (in some cases the only one) the mystic has 
at his disposal and he has to use it for communication. For 
he is trying to communicate with such ordinary people as want 
to listen. As Aryadeva points out, when you want to com- 
municate with a foreigner who does not know your language, 
you have to use the foreign language and do your best even 
if your thought is ineffable in that language. Thus, the mys- 
tic is trying his best to communicate with the help of the me- 
dium he has available for that purpose. He uses paradox, i.e., 
asserts two mutually contradictory statements to get his point 
across, viz. what he is trying to say in ordinary language is in 
fact ineffable in that language. He might as well have re- 
mained silent or said simply that it is ineffable. For all these 
three ways would be equivalent means as far as the goal of 
communication is concerned, but the use of paradox is certainly 
more attractive and effective as a means than remaining silent 
or saying simply that it is ineffable. 

I agree with Stace that paradoxes and contradictions used 
by the mystics are not just a matter of rhetoric (although I in- 
sist that the mystic also uses rhetoric and poetry to describe 
his mystical experiences to others, see the previous section), 
and also that it is futile to try to resolve these paradoxes ration- 
ally, for that will only miss the point. I have also said that 
these paradoxes are not antinomical so that a solution of them 
.would not be necessary to save the basis of our logic and lan- 
guage. But while Stace concludes that the paradox or con- 
tradictory statement is a correct description of the mystical ex- 
perience, I argue that it is only one of the effective means, a 
successful one, of communicating the ineffability of the mysti- 
cal. Thus, while Stace argues that the mystic is really mis- 
taken when he says that the mystical is ineffable, for according 
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> Stace, the paradoxical "language correctly mirrors the ex- 
rience” (p. 305), I wish to respect the mystic's report as true 
vhen he says that the mystical is ineffable. I also claim that 
ie mystic uses paradoxes not out of “embarrassment” (as Stace 
vould have it) but deliberately and willfully. 


I hesitate to accept another conclusion of Stace. He rightly 
listinguishes the world of multiplicity and everyday experience 
rom the undifferentiated unity of the mystic. This is, as I 
inderstand it, what the Indian mystics starting with the Buddha, 
naintained in their talk of two levels of reality : the phenomenal 
"Nr conventional (samvrti) and the ultimate level (paramartha). 
But Stace goes further to say that “the logic and the illogic 
'cupy different territories of experience" (p. 271). If this 
implies that logic is useless fer the mystic in his attempt to 
communicate, I would disagree. For this would not only de- 
feat the purpose of most mystics of India, who invariably used 
logic to communicate, but it would also contradict Stace's own 
-onclusion that the mystical paradoxes are "unvarnished con- 
tradiction” and not just apparent contradiction which can be 
got rid of or resolved by expianation'^. For without the ap- 
plication of logic, I do not see how these paradoxes remain 
paradexical or self-contradictorv. In other words, Stace first 
seems to refuse to resolve the paradoxes and then wishes to 
dissolve them completely by one stroke, ie., by taking logic 
-Out of the hands of the mystics. An Indian mystic would like 
to retain and use logic if only to show or reveal mysticism with 
‘the help of paradoxicality and contradiction. 


6.5. VIA NEGATIVA 


The third method is via negativa, or what the Indians tras 
-ditionally call “neti, neti’.  Piainly stated, this means that the 
ineffable can be communicated in our language by denying or 
negating all the predicates of our language when they are ap- 
plied to the ineffable. Here, of course, we run into problems 
with our ordinary use of negation and the laws of logic. This 
method, as I understand it, is distinguished from the second 
method in that the former consists in the simultaneous asser- 
‘tion of mutual contradictories, while the latter consists in simple 
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denial of a possible predication. I think Nagarjuna was æ 
champion of this method although the initial inspiration came 
from the Buddha himself, who again might have derived his 
own inspiration from his acquaintance with the Upanishads. 

It is useful to clarify some ambiguities at this point. In 
the discussion of the first method, I have not distinguished be- 
tween the mystical and the mystical experience. In the second 
method I have taken the position that the ineffable nature of 
the mystical, the reality, or the Ultimate Reality, can be convey- 
ed by the use of paradoxes and contradiction. In the third 
method, I am concerned with the conveying of the ineffability 
of the nature of the Ultimate Reality. Thus there seems to be 
a difference between the effectiveness of the paradoxical and 
the negative. The paradoxical may be a "pointer" to the right 
direction, the negative convevs the sense of ineffability of the 
nature of the Ultimately real. 

F. Staal has argued that oriental mystical doctrines are 
basically rational, and in his attempt to prove this he has shown 
how the negative method used in the Buddhist tetralemma does 
not contravene the law of non-contradiction.!^ In fact, Staal 
admits that the tetralemma contravenes the law of excluded 
middle, but he argues that since the excluded middle can be 
considered a non-tundamental law. this does not prove the 
tetralemma to be "irrational '. [ wish to discuss further the 
tetralemma and its alleged rationality. 


6.6. THE BUDDHIST TETRALEMMA 


Let us concentrate on the tetralemma of the catuskoti of 
Nagarjuna. They can certainly be rationally interpreted : 
Nagarjuna himself consciously used logic and logical laws of 
contradiction and excluded middle to justify this method of 
presenting the ineffable through negation. Sometimes, he might 
have ignored the law of excluded middle, but never the law 
of non-contradiction. In order to explain Nagarjuna one has: 
to explain different senses of negation. 


First, there is the important distinction between a term: 
negation and a propositional negation. The Indians called it, 
as both Staal and I have argued elsewhere, the distinction bet- 
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ween the paryadása and the prasajya-pratisedha.'5 A paryu- 
dasa is more a commitment (an implicit affirmation of some- 
thing) than a denial. We say "x is not blue" and if tbe state- 
ment is equivalent to “x is un-blue” it is called paryudasa. A 
paryudasa has a commitment aspect. It is perhaps comparable 
with the ‘choice’ or ‘weak’ negation. But a prasajya-pratise- 
dha is propositional in the sense that it negates a positive asser- 
tion or predication. It can say what the subject is not, but can- 
not imply what it is, or it says what description does not apply to 
the subject but not what kind of description might apply. Un- 
like the previous one, it does not locate the subject in a definite 
domain or category. The user of such negation assumes pro- 
visionally (prasajya) that some predicate may apply and then 
negates it. In other words, he has no positive com- 
mitment. 

Pratisedha only denies or negates. This point was not 
clearly made in my earlier writing, and hence I accept the cri- 
ticism of Staal and others on this point. But the point re- 
mains. This negative act (pratisedha) is committed only to 
the falsity of what is negated. To throw light. on the Indian 
notion of pratisedha and paryudisa, it might be better to apply 
the speech-act analysis, or something of that sort. Thus, with 
regard to a proposition, P, we can assert it or deny it or we 
can refuse or reject it (ie. withhold assent from P and also 
from not-P). It is not unusual to distinguish between denial 
and rejection, for denial would then mean only asserting non-P. 
John Searle distinguishes, in his book on Speech Acts, between 
what he calls ‘propositional’ and ‘illocutionary’ negation." We 
may appeal to such distinction in this connection. Lukasiewicz, 
in his book on Aristotle, distinguishes also between assertion (as 
valid), non-assertion (as not-valid), and rejection (as contra- 
valid). (I have been led into this way of analysing negation 
in the Madhyamika context by a suggestion from Hans Herz- 
berger). 

Let me now discuss what is usually called the tetralemma 
of Nagarjuna. For illustrative purpose, I would use a verse of the 
Madhyamaka-sastra which embodies some formal characters of 
his argument. Here the four possibilities are formulated in the 
form of four questions and answer to each is given in the 
negative. 
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Q. Is a thing self-existent ? Answer : NO 
Is it not self-existent ? NO 
Is it both? NO 
Is it neither ? NO 


Notice that the first alternative is negated because it goes 
against the notion of ‘change’ or ‘becoming’ and the second 
is likewise rejected for it goes against the notion of ‘being’ or 
permanence. The third alternative involves a self-contradic- 
tion, hence it is rejected. All these three negatives are pra- 
sajya pratisedha, negative speech act of a certain kind. The 
fourth question seems to be an attempt to formulate the result 
or implication of these speech acts together. Hence the fourth, 
] think, is a special case of negative act, “NO”, that asks us to 
look beyond. I wish to call it ‘leap’ negation, or the Madhya- 
maka negation, the negation of ‘emptiness’. It empties all 
conceivable possibilities of discourse. It is the “NO” of ‘silence’. 
If other negations constituted the ladder, this is comparable to 
the kicking away of the ladder. Or to use a parable of the 
Buddha himself, we take a medicine to cure a disease but the 
complete cure comes when that medicine is finally thrown out 
of the system. 

The formulation of the fourth alternative seems to imply 
that there is no respect for the law of excluded third. Nagarjuna 
rejects this alternative also because it involves contradiction. 
Thus I do not see why Staal is anxious to treat the law of ex- 
cluded middle separately in his attempt to disprove the ‘irra- 
tionality’ argument against the tetralemma.!? It is with the 
fourth “NO” that the Madhyamaka points up to the ineffable. 
That is why I have argued elsewhere along with Jacques May 
and Schayer, that when the Madhyamaka negates a proposition, 
it does not follow that he accepts himself the logical conse- 
quence of such a negation.? It is, it seem to me, a limiting 
case of a simple negative speech act which does not necessi- 
tate any affirmation of the opposite possibility. 

Nagarjuna used on many occasions a dilemma instead of 
a tetralemma. In fact he reicrred to the well-known dialogue 
between the Buddha and Káatyáyana, where a dilemma was 
presented to the Buddha and he negated both alternatives. 
This, incidentally, shows that the usual assumption among scho- 
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lars, voiced by many and repeated by Troy Organ, that the Bud- 
dha refused to answer the so-called avvakrta questions, is not 
quite correct, for the Buddha did give his answers to these 
questions on other occasions as recorded in the Canons. He 
answered them in the negative. In the dialogue, it was asked : 


“It is?” “No.” “It is not?” “No.” 


The Buddha rejects the first because it leads to eternalism, and 
the second because of annihilationism.?? I would interpret the 
second “No.” here as the ‘leap’ negation, for it is similar to 
the fourth negation of the tetralenima. IT EMPTIES all pos- 
sibilities. 

It is however not easy to empty all possibilities if we are 
thinking in terms of disjunction and conjunction of possibilities. 
But perhaps we can look into the matter in the following way. 
A proposition may be regarded as a description of a possible 
state of affairs. And its negation will describe another pos- 
sible state of affairs. 

In the standard two-valued logic, if 'p' is negated, then it 
is equivalent to saying ‘NOT p’ is true, or that ‘NOT p' is 
assertible. This logic is based upon the law of excluded mid- 
dle. The law states that either p or NOT p and there is no 
third possibility. Thus, ‘p’ 1s false means ‘NOT p’ is true and 
vice versa. The possibility of ‘neither p nor NOT p’ is not 
admitted. Also the law of double negation holds here for 
‘NOT NOT p’ is deemed equivalent to ‘p’. The law of non- 
contradiction, of course, applies. Hence the possibility of ‘both 
p and NOT p’ is rejected. | 

Now, working with both the principles of contradiction 
and excluded middle, if we negate the first, we are committed 
to the state of affairs described by the second, and vice versa. 
In other words, there are two possibilities. If we negate the 
first and the second also, then the result may be called a con- 
tradiction. This contradiction may be interpreted in the man- 
ner of Strawson as writing a sentence on the board and then 
wiping it off. Or, we may interpret the result in another way. 
By the first negative act the ball (in a tennis game) is sent to 
the opponent’s court. By the second negative act, the oppo- 
nent may send it back to the first player. .But he has a choice. 
He refuses to play the game. Thus, the last negation of the 
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Madhyamika may be interpreted as, instead of being a contra- 
diction, as refusal to play the language game. The Madhya- 
mika game may be seen as one of allowing the opponent to 
construct the possibilities and thereby exhausts all the possibi- 
ities and then negating all the possibilities one by one, the last 
negation emptying all possibilities. Thus, 1 would assume that it 
derives its special force from the result of its being the last in 
the order of presentation 1, 2, 3, 4. If one re-ordered them 
4, 3, 2, 1, it would lose that force. 

Staal, in his interpretation of the tetralemma, has gone 
further to deduce that there are “other alternatives than A and 
not-A and the principle of excluded middle does not hold" 
(51)?. I hesitate to accept this to be the general position of 
Nagarjuna. For one thing, Nagarjuna on many occasions 
uses the law to reject the opponents alternative (e.g. “How can 
there be anything besides ‘own-being’ and ‘other-being’ ?" MK 
XV, 4). For another, in order to formulate a dilemma and 
thereby exhaust all the possibilities, one needs to use the law 
of excluded middle. It is true that if the fourth atlernative is 
interpreted (as it is supposed to be in the example of tetra- 
lemma cited by Staal) as the joint assertion of the negation of 
the first two alternatives, then it is indistinguishable from the 
third unless we ignore for the moment the law of double nega- 
tion. But then it is arguable that a tetralemma is not essential 
for Nagarjuna to prove his point, a dilemma or a trilemma 
would do the job just as well. 

The last negation, I venture to suggest, is like kicking away 
the raft (in Candrakirti’s imagery) after you have crossed the 
river. It presents the ineffable by what I have called the nega- 
tive method. It shows the ineifable but cannot express it: 


“There the eye goes not, speech goes not, nor the mind. 
We know not, we understand not, how one would teach 
it 2*5 

Kena Upanishad I. 3 
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7, NECESSITY AND INDIAN LOGIC 


When I included a discussion of the concept of necessity in indiam. 
philosophy, in a lecture series entitled 'Indian Philosophy of Religion', 
some eyebrows were raised. While the importance of this topic was 
readily understood by most of my compatriots who deal with Indian 
philosophy (and some have already expressed the view that the con- 
cept of necessity is not to be found in Indian philosophy !), the ques- 
tion of its relevance in a Stephanos lecture series became a matter. of 
debate. I, however, find the notion of necessity to be an important 
issue in the philosophy of religion for various reasons. 

First, I must concede that doubts in the minds of my audience 
are well-founded, for what I say here would not make it visible how 
the notion of necessity can be connected with philosophy of religion. 
I would be concerned here mainly with discussing problems of logic 
and theory of knowledge in the Indian tradition, and questioning the 
view that Indian classical philoscphers generally lacked such modal 
notions as necessity, possibility and contingency. I would try to show 
that this is not the case. In my opinion, if it were true, then some 
important arguments of the Indian philosophers would lose the essen- 
tial force of persuasion which, 1 think, they certainly possess. For 
example, Nàgarjuna's argument that “it is" leads to eternalism would 
have been totally unconvincing, if such modal notions as necessity and . 
omnitemporarity are not also presupposed. This also makes the gene- 
ral point that the concepts of modal logic are parallel to the concepts 
of ‘tense’ logic, although I am not sure whether on occasions they could 
be indistinguishable. My point is that Nagarjuna’s point is made as 
much in terms of omnitemporality as of necessity. And in the Indian 
tradition, these two were not always clearly distinguished. 

Second, and this is my main reason for inclusion of this topic in 
the series, the notion of necessity has recently been increasingly dis- 
cussed in the theology and philosophy of religion in the West. The 
impetus came from N. Malcom's 1960 paper defending St. Anselm's 
Ontological Argument. Very roughly, the argument regards necessary 
existence to be a perfection. My purpose here is not to talk about 
some parallel Ontological Argument from the classical Indian tradi- 
tion. I wish to point out that a notion of necessity (and/or omnitem- 
porality) is implied by the Yogasü!ra theology in 1.24 and 1.25. Vyàsa, 
for example, distinguishes a kevalin from God, saying that the former 
was at one time in bondage, while for the latter, it is impossible (cf. 
sambhavyate naivam i$varasya) to conceive a prior state of bondage 
(pura bandha Kofih) or even a posterior state (uttara Koti), for he is 
always/necessarily free (sadaiva muktah, sadaiva i$vara iti) Even the 
word "nmiratióaya" in 1.25 is very close, in my opinion, to modal no- 
tions. Besides, I wish to translate the Nyàya characterization of God 
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as “nitya-sarvajfia’ as “necessarily omniscient”, for it is asserted to 
be the svabhava “nature” or “essence” of God. 

With this as a prelude, I first argue that, in spite of the dominance 
of empiricism in the formulation of Nyàya logical theories, neither the 
Jaina-Buddhist  logicians nor even the Naiyàyikas were entirely un- 
familiar with the philosophic significance of such modal notions as 
necessity, impossibility and contingency. Second, I would also show 
that one needs some concept of necessary existence in order to move 
from ‘existence’ to ‘eternalism’. Third, Dharmakirti’s argument for the 
flux doctrine exploits the notion of necessity. 


7. 1. INTRODUCTION 


Suppose I have seen all the children of Maitra and they 
are all dark in complexion. From this knowledge am I allow- 
ed to infer that the future son of Maitra will also be dark ? 
The Jaina logicians raised this question against the general 
position of many Indian philosophers who held the following : 
an inference is necessarilp warranted by a knowledge of the 
invariable relation between two items (the relation is called 
variously vyàüpti, pratibandha, and avinübháva) and such a prior 
knowledge is usually derived trom empirical examples of their 
co-existence or togetherness. The example is reminiscent of 
the discussion of the problem of induction in the West with 
reference to such examples as "All crows are black" or “All 
swans are white". But this similarity in the examples is some- 
what superficial. For suppose I have seen so far only black 
crows and generalize that in order to be called a crow it has 
to be black. Now I am confronied with a white crow-like 
creature, I may plausibly argue that it is not a crow (perhaps, 
I would call it as ‘wcrow’). Similarly, without admitting that 
there are black swans, I may, if such creatures exist, call them 
*bswans'. But if the new child of Maitra happens to be fair 
in complexion, I cannot decide to call him a  'non-child of 
Maitra’ (or even a 'w-child of Maitra’)?. 

The above example takes us to the heart of the contro- 
versy that raged among different schools of Indian philosophers 
regarding the acquisition and possibility of non-perceptual know-. 
ledge in general and the question of universal truths in particular. 
Jt is somewhat well-known that if we have to go beyond the 
mere perceptual, we have to depend upon inferences to be drawn 
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‘on the basis of the perceptual evidence. Without this privilege, 
however, our fund of knowledge would have been extremely 
limited, poor and thin, sometimes even to the extent of being 
restricted to the sphere of our private experience. Inferences 
that we are allowed to draw, however, must be based upon not 
only the perceived item but also on the required relation that 
would warrant us to pass from the knowledge of one item to 
that of another. We may call the first item in this context 
a "sign" or “mark” (linga) of the second, the “marked” or 
‘the signified’ (lingin). : Russel once put the point in a 
language that is strikingly similar to the locutions generally 
used by the Indian philosophers : 


“lt must be known to us that the existence of some one 
sort of thing, A, is a sign of the existence of some other 
sort of thing, B, either at the same time as A or at some 
earlier or later time, as, for example, thunder is a sign of 
the earlier existence of lightening.’”? 


The relation that is required to warrant this kind of inference 
is usually expressed in the form of a general preposition (and 
sometimes dubbed as the major premise in a syllogistic argu- 
ment) : 

I: All cases of A are cases of B. 

The rationalist-empiricist controversy in the West now 
seems to be a matter of history. The empiricist’s claim was 
roughly that all our knowledge is derived from experiences 
which was in consonance with the doctrine of Gassendi **Noth- 
ing is in the mind which is not first in the senses.” But the 
rationalist, it seems, succeeded in showing that there are truths 
known to us a priori, for example, the logical principles them- 
selves. Leibniz wrote : 

“There are also two kinds of truths: those of reasoning 

and those of fact. The truths of reasoning are necessary, 

and their opposite is impossible. Those of fact, however, 
are contingent, and their opposite possible. When a truth 
is necessary, we can find the reason by analysis, resolving 
the truth into simple ideas, and simple truths until we 
reach those that are primary.”  (Monadology, p. 33). 


If 'truths of reason' are necessary and their opposite im- 
possible, and if the required inference-warranting relation ex- 


Necessity and Indian Logic 131 


pressed in form ] is entailed by such truths, then it seems clear 
that we can make the desired progress from the perceptual to 
the inferential. Indian Naiyáyikas, however, argued that this 
relation is not obtained independently of experience, for it is 
only on occasion of particular experience (of examples) that 
we become aware of the general laws which the experienced 
cases (examples) exemplify. So far, the Nyàya claim appears 
less objectionable, for even Kant said : 


"There can be no doubt that all our knowledge begins 
with experience." 


There need be no difficulty in allowing that all our know- 
ledge is "elicited and caused" by experience. But the question 
is whether we should admit that some knowledge is a priori, “in 
the sense that experience which makes us think of it does not 
suffice to prove it, but merely so directs our attention that we 
see its truth without requiring any proof from experience" 
(Russell, Problems, p. 74).* I shall try to show that: 

(a) The Naiyàyikas, in spite of their extreme fascination 
for empiricism, did acknowledge that some knowledge is a priori, 
although the issue was clouded by a confusion about what counts 
as proof and what counts as a source of knowledge, 

(b) The Buddhists, led by Dharmakirti, embraced the ex- 
treme view that inference-generating general relations are, in some 
sense, necessary, and therefore empirical examples are only in- 
essential details for certifying an inference, which led to the 
development of the notion of antarvyapiti. 

(c) The Jaina logicians developed the concept of neces- 
sity explained in terms of a hypothetical question — (counter- 
actual), which, they claimed, was the best guarantee for the in- 
ference-generating relation. 


7.2. LOGICAL TRUTHS 


It is easy to see that the Nyàya would not doubt the a priori 
nature of (1) the logical truths such as the law of contradic- 
tion and excluded middle, as well as (2) the principle of in- 
ference. ‘The first was well articulated by Udayana who said : 

“Contradiction of ‘to be’ with ‘not to be’ leaves no other 

(middle) alternative. Also nothing can be both ‘be’ and 

‘not be’ for the mere utterance becomes contradictory.’ 
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In the explanation that followed, Udayana said that we con- 
tradict our own utterance (svavecana) if we assert of something. 
both ‘be’ and ‘not be’. “It is impossible to both assent and. 
dissent to the same."  (pratisedha-vidhyor | ekatrasambhavat). 
Udayana used this as his 'ontological principle, with the help 
of which he derived the six Vai$esika ontological categories. To: 
wit: First the two-fold division of the positive (bhava) and 
the negative (abhava). Then the positive is divided into ‘with- 
attribute’ and ‘without-attribute’. The relation of inherence is the. 
one ‘without attribute’ for it is the ‘cement’ which connects the 
‘attributes’ with whatever they are ‘attributes’ of. The ‘with- 
attribute’ sub-divides itself into the ‘dependent’ and ‘indepen- 
dent’ (Z$rita vs. an-ásrita). The ‘independent’ is the substance. 
The ‘dependent’ is divided into those forming a kind or a gene- 
ric concept and those that do not (s@ndnya-vat vs. nihsa- 
manya). The first is dichotomized as motion and non-motion, 
and the second as unique to one locus and non-unique/common 
to many. Hence the following category-tree : 














Category 
The positive The negative 
| (abhava) 
with-attribute without attribute 
| _ (=Inherence) 
Dependent Jndependent 
| (= Substance) 
forming a kind not forming a kind 
| | 
motion non-motion unique P uz 


(= Action) (Quality = guna) ( višesa) (= samàanya). 
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It may be possible to criticize Udayana’s process of de- 
‘ving the categories in this way from various points of view. 
But the a priori character of the logical or the ontological 
principle of contradiction and excluded middle that he envi- 
sioned here is unmistakable.” In the passage that I have used 
above the logical principles are not explained or defended in 
psychologistic terminology. It is not said here for example 
that one cannot know or cognize a thing to be blue and not 
blue at the same time etc. On the contrary, Udayana fre- 
quently appeals here to the notion of sva-vacana-virodha ‘self- 
contradictory statement’, and he does not cite any further pra- 
‘nana or empirical evidence to justify this notion. (Compare: 
“Contradiction ensues at the mere utterance.” “Only a mad 
man would make such statement." etc.). 


7.3. THE PRINCIPLE OF INFERENCE 


I have quoted earlier Russell as implying that if A (-thun- 
der) is a sign of B (-lightening), and if A is observed then 
we are warranted to infer B, ie. existence of B. Following 
the Nyàya philosophers, I wish to call it the principle of de- 
duction or inference. Although I am aware that this is not 
what is strictly called deduction in the Western logical tradi- 
tion, I propose to use the term, for its similarity with such de- 
ductive syllogism, 

“All men are mortal, 

Socrates is a man, 

Ergo, Socrates is mortal.” 
is obvious. With a little ingenuity, one can regard humanity 
as an inferential sign of mortality, and if humanity is instantia- 
ted in a particular, Socrates, we are warranted to draw the 
‘conclusion that mortality is also instantiated in Socrates. This 
principle is accepted a priori, and hence it should be regarded 
also as a necessary truth in Nyàya, the opposite of which would 
be considered impossible. I do not know of any place in 
Nyaya where the truth of this principle has been called into 
question, although there has been some understandable confu- 
sion in this connection between what is called a logical neces- 
sity and what is a causal necessity. I say it is ‘understandable’ 
for it is a fact that Nyāya along with other Indian logicians 


134 Logical and Ethical Issues of Religious Belief 


lacked the conception of a proposition or its analogue. Hence 
the process of inference, under this theory, is either an internal 
mechanism (called svartha = ‘for one’s own sake’ by Dinnaga) 
where one cognitive episode (called jňāna = a piece of cognition) 
is necessarily followed by another, or an external mechanism 
(called parartha), where sentences or utterances of them (speech 
acts) necessary follow one after another. Therefore, in the 
first case, logic appears to be psychologized while in the second 
it is linguisticized. And in either case, it seems to me, a causal 
necessity is superimposed upon what is to be called a logical 
necessity. What I am inclined to call logical necessity is cap- 
tured bv the following expression of the principle of deduction. 
If A is a sign (liga) of B, and if we assert A of something, we 
must assert B of it. But INTERNALLY it is viewed also as 
a causul consequence of a cognitive episode of knowing A in 
a particular case (that a thunder has occurred now) combined 
with another cognitive episode of knowing or remembering 
that A is the sign of B (that thunder is the sign of lightening). 
The combination of the cognitive episodes described here is 
technically called paramarsa. It is frequently claimed that if 
there is paramarsa of the kind just described, the conclusion 
cannot but follow. What is not made clear, however, is that 
the causally necessary consequence is also the logically neces- 
sary consequence. If we pose a question, however, this muddle 
might be cleared up. What happens when a person falls as- 
Jeep or distracted otherwise, immediately after the paramar$a ? 
Obviously the concluding cognitive episode will not follow, but 
an Indian logician has to answer that this psychological contin- 
gency does not detract from the logical necessity of the conse- 
quent conclusion following from the prior beliefs or certainties. 


No Naiyayika would say, for example, that the pardmarsa is 
not logically capable of generating the inference, but they would 
insist that the non-arising of the inference in the above was due 
to non-logical factors, viz. the lack of the general condition 
for a knowledge-episode to occur. This way of viewing mat- 
ters comes from the conviction that each inference has to be 
an actual occurrence, a knowing episode. One may go further 
and comment that since a dispositional concept of knowledge 
did not properly develop in the Indian tradition and a strict 
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notion of proposition was not available to the Indian logicians, 
logical principles were not easily formulable in formalistic lan- 
guage. But this lacuna, a tolerable one, need not be cons- 
trued as their lack of understanding of the logical principle in- 
volved in actual inferences, for example, the idea of the anu- 
miti ‘inferred conclusion’ being a logical consequence, over and 
above, being a causal consequence, of the parámar$a ie. the 
premise-complex. Expressions such as “linga” and “ingin”, 
"sádhya" and “hetu”, *vyápya" and “vyapaka” were invariably 
used, for they were invested with some formal character, and 
hence became convenient for expressing the necessary process 
of inference without the use of variables etc. (See the Dinnaga 
quotation in the next paragraph). 

The same argument may be applied to the EXTERNAL 
mechanism of inference (i.e. to ‘inference for others’) where the 
concluding utterance necessarily follows not only causally but 
logically from a combination of previous utterances. In fact the 
descriptions of the process i.e, the logical process of inference, 
are also available in Sanskrit texts in non-psychologistic terms. 
In fact, Dinnaga has said in his Pramdna-samuccaya Il, 21: 


“If the sign is there, the signified (lingin) is necessarily 
(eva) there. The sign is there just in case (eva) the 
signified is there."? 


The sign is also called the peivaded (vyápya) and what it is 
a sign of is called the pervader (vyápaka). It is asserted in 
the texts : If the pervaded is there the pervader must be there 
(vyapyasattve vyapakasya avasyambhdava-niyamah). It is 
true that Dinnaga emphasized the empirical method by 
which a sign is ascertained to be a logical, i.e., inference-war- 
ranting. sign, viz., citation of a positive and a negative example. 
But a sign becomes ascertained to be a sign in this way, .if its 
presence necessarily signifies the presence of the signified. Thus 
it is the necessity, ie., inviolability of the inference-principle 
that is being emphasized here. Negatively it may be argued that 
none of the logical principles, non-contradiction, excluded mid- 
dle, or deduction, were claimed to be derived from any pramána 
or empirical evidence. The question was naturally raised : *What 
makes an evidence a sound empirical evidence (a pramuüna) ? 
In answer to such question, both Vátsyàyana and Dharmakirti 
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appealed to a sort of pragmatism. (Vatsyayana: successful 
activity, Dharmakirti: uncontradicted practice). But the 
obvious circularities in such positions cannot be avoided 
unless some a priori principles are tacitly admitted—principles 
which are logically independent of experience (in the sense that 
experience cannot prove it) and yet elicited and caused by experi- 
ence. This is what I call the a priori principle of inference. 


7.4. THE LOGICAL PROBLEM OF INDUCTION 
AND INFERENCE 


Ihe principle of inference is based upon something's be- 
ing the inferential sign of anotber thing, the signified. The 
inference-generating relation that must obtain between the sign 
and the signified is called since Dinnàga's time vyapti or avina- 
bhava ‘pervasion’ or ‘invariance’. However, early Nyàya-Vai$e- 
sika and Samkhya used to supply a list of relations which they 
thought would fall under the category of inference-warranting 
relation, such as cause-effect, inherence, co-inherence, succes- 
sion, or precedence. Some of these relations are conceived as 
necessary, such as inherence or co-inherence. Hence they ful- 
filled well the requirement of ‘invariance’ between the sign and ' 
the signified. Dinnaga criticized this way of supplying lists of 
inference-warranting relations as misleading and counter-pro- 
ductive, and turned his attention towards the notion of invariance 
as such and how it could be grounded upon our experience. 
Drawing probably upon the insight of Nyàyasütras 1.1.34-37 he 
sought to provide a perceptual basis of our knowledge of in- 
variance by claiming that we need two empirical examples, one 
positive to suggest the relation and the other negative, to streng- 
then it. A negative example is one where the absence of the 
signified is accompanied by the absence of the sign. I shall 
discuss the role of such examples in the next section. 

I have already noted that in the Pre-Dinnàga period, some 
of the inference-warranting relations were thought necessary. 
Analysis of some typical inferences that were cited as instances 
will make our point clear. Let us consider Vatsyayana’s ex- 
ample of samanyato drsta: The sun moves for it is seen to 
be displaced. With a little ingenuity, we can imagine here that 
the vega (potential motion, ie. the apparent motion for us 
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10derners) of the sun causes both its unobsrevable movement 
and its observable displacement in the sky. (Uddyotakara dis- 
cusses elaborately how the sun's displacement in the sky can 
oe a matter of observation, if not directly, then indirectly). 

This example is, in fact, illuminating in several ways. Here 
Vatsyayana cites an empirical instance to underline the logical 
connection between movement and displacement. A man, he 
says, who was in one place, is seen now in another place and 
this ‘displacement’ is necessarily preceded by his moving. This 
empirical instance, however, is only a psychologically necessary 
condition to make us aware of the necessary connection bet- 
ween displacement and movement. It plays no part in justi- 
tying the truth of connection between displacement and move- 
ment of bodies. In fact, it seems to me that it is analytically 
true that displacement entails movement of bodies. Therefore, 
such knowledge, though it is accessible to us only through such 
an empirical instance, is not dependent upon it for its justification. 

The second example, viz. the parisesa type of inference, 
discussed by Vatsyayana, is based upon an a pricri logical prin- 
.ciple. Vatsyayana formulated the logical principle as follows :** 


“It is the conclusive decision in favour of the ‘remainder’ 
(sisyamana), when other possibilities (prasanga) are de- 
nied, since the question of further possibilities does not 
arise (anyatrà-prasangat)". 


“Suppose, we are trying to determine whether a particular indi- 
vidual x, which has already been known to belong to a generic 
class A, belongs to any one of, say, the three possibilities under 
A, A, As, or A,. Prior knowledge of its being A excludes other 
possibilities, B etc., and if fresh evidence is given to exclude 
its being A, and A,, we may safely conclude that it is A... The 
conclusion would be safe given the assumption that A,, Az, and 
A; are mutually exclusive and jointly exhaustive possibilities. 
The Vai$esikas concluded following such principle of inference 
that sound is a quality (not a substance, nor an action), and 
'this is necessarily true on the assumption that there are only 
three mutually exclusive and jointly exhaustive classes of real 
particulars (a la the Vai$esika category scheme). ’ 

The acceptance of the Vaisesika category system led the 
Nydya-Vaisesika to accept several necessary truths. A quality 
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(guna) necessarily resides (or inheres) in some substance or 
other. The same is true of an action or motion. It is impos- 
sible for a quality or an action to be and not resident (by what 
they call the relation of inherence) in a substance. This point 
is clearly manifested in the discussion of the third illustration 
of inference in Vàtsváyana's second set of examples, To wit: 
Desire, cognition etc. are first identified as qualities (guna in the 
Vaisesika sense), and in this way they individually constitute 
the necessary inferential mark or sign of a substance, which is 
then identified as the soul-substance.'? 

The first inference of this complex of inferences is obvi- 
ously based upon the ‘necessary’ truth that a quality must in- 
here in a substance. Or, in other words, it is true because it 
is given by the definition of quality in the svstem. Of course, 
it will not be true if we do not accept the system as a whole 
(as the Buddhists did not). Hence, we can probably say that 
the said inference is based not on necessary truths but on axioms 
etc. of the system. The latter part of the same inference-com- 
plex is however aided by the process of excluding other possi- 
bilities. This principle is already illustrated in the previous 
example. If there are only n number of possibilities, and if 
possibilities 1,...., n-/, are rejected, the remainder (parisesa),. 
ie., the n possibility must hold true. 


7.5. GENERALISATION AND THE ROLE OF EXAMPLE 
(DRSTANTA) : THE BUDDHISTS 


Indian logic took a new turn in the hands of Diñnaga and 
Uddyotakara. Dinnaga, as I have already noted, drew his in- 
sights in the nature of logical theory from the early Nyàya dis- 
cussion of nyáya or avayavas, i.e. what 1 have called the EX- 
TERNAL mechanism of inference where a concluding step or 
utterance is reached through other successive steps or utterances 
of sentences. This is what they called “to show others how 
an inference occurs". Dinnaga emphasized that the inferential 
sign or mark must fulfill three conditions: (1) It is present 
in the paksa, (2) It is present in a sa-paksa, and (3) It is never 
in a vi-paksa. The first is to make sure that the mark is instan- 
tlated or present in the case under consideration. The other 
two conditions are supposed to guarantee that the relation of 
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vyapti, invariance or concommitance or pervasion that obtains 
between the mark and the marked. In other words, these two 
conditions are supposed to guarantee the truth of the inductive 
generalization that is expressed as: 
“All cases of A are cases of B" 

Dinnàga emphasized that an example should be cited to show 
the togetherness of A and B in one case and another to show 
their joint absence. Does, it mean that Dinnaga wanted to base 
induction upon empirical examples and thereby give only a 
posteriori justification of induction? If this is so, then the 
sceptic would argue that even myriads of agreeing instances 
without a single exception known go very little way towards 
establishing a universal proposition (compare Mill, iii, §2, and 
the Carvaka sceptic in Jayarà$i, p. 64-74). 

One way to avoid this interpretation ascribed to Dinnaga 
is to notice that Dinnaga required only single instances, and 
not a thousand of them. In fact, Dinnaga needs two instances, 
one instantiating togetherness cf A and B and the other their 
co-absence. We have access to the knowledge of general truths 
only through clearly known particulars, and, as Kant has em- 
phasized, all our knowledge begins with experience. For Din- 
naga knowledge of particulars is possible only through sense- 
perception, and in this respect, his view is not very different 
from the one expressed by Aristotle in Posteriore Analytics.” 

The above interpretation of Dinnaga is admittedly based 
upon Dharmakirti. I concede that Diünnága's own view about 
the knowledge derived from evidence, i.e., inference, might be 
(unconsciously) closer to that of Mill. Dinnaga seems to have 
regarded the pramana-sastra more a study of the principles of 
evidence than as a study of the experience-independent formal 
truths. But in the Apoha section, his position became at best 
ambiguous. For it seems to have been claimed there that what 
makes the inferential passage from the word/concept “oak (tree)" 
to "tree" safe and sound is the fact that the former excludes a 
greater number of possibilities than the latter and hence it 
would be impossible for the latter to apply to what has not al- 
ready been excluded by the former. This must have provided the 
opportunity to Dharmakirti to transform Dinnàga's logical system 
(perhaps unwittingly) into one which explicitly presupposes the 
concept of necessity as well as analyticity. 
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Dharmakirti argued that the required justification of the 
relation of ‘invariance’ of A with B is not based upon the obser- 
vation of particular empirical instances. Seeing A with B in a 
positive example and seeing their absence in a negative example 
may suggest the invariance. But our mere seeing that A is 
absent in a particular case where B is absent (vipakse adaršana- 
matrena) cannot establish invariance, for a deviation of A from 
B is always possible in unexamined cases. Since a single grain 
cf rice has been seen to be cooked on examination, it does not 
follow that all the rest are also cooked?. Hence he concluded : 


"Fixing of invariance is due io (necessary) causation and 
‘own-nature’. It is not due to seeing presence (in the posi- 
tive example) and not seeing (it in the negative example)." 
“Otherwise, how else would one entity necessarily occur with 
the other (avas$yambhava-niyamah) ?"15 


It is clear that Dharmakirti intended the invariance to be 
a necessary relation. We can say that A has a necessary re- 
lation with B if and only if it is impossible for A to be without 
B. his, I think, to be an explication of Dharmakirti's notion 
of svabhàva-pratibandha (PV. Svarthanumana, p. 11). From 
one point of view, we can say that the necessity that Dharma- 
kirti attaches to the relation of. invariance is only a verbal 
necessity or semantic necessity. For in his system, the svalaksa- 
nas, the ultimate reals, the uniaue particulars, are essentially un- 
related; only concepts or universals, or words denoting them 
can be related. The tddatmya relation ("identity") that he 
takes to be one of the two inference generating relations, is in 
fact an identity of ‘reference’ of the two words “oak” and “tree”. 
The meaning of each word is given by the concepts it excludes, 
or rather by its excluding the referent from a set of concepts. If 
two words are so related that they both exclude the same set 
of concepts or possibilities, or one excludes a more inclusive 
set than the other, then the first is a logical mark or a neces- 
sary sign of the second. To use a Western and modern termi- 
nology, we can say that the 'pervasion' relation here becomes 
analytic in the sense that it is the apoha meaning of one term 
that is either equivalent to, or contained in, the apoha meaning 
of the other term. This type of relation can be called necessary 
in the sense that it is logically impossible for there to be a coun- 
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ter example to upset this relation. As Dharmakirti says, if an 
object (the ‘subject’ or paksa of the inference, identified by an 
indexical) allows us by its ‘own nature’ to reject a larger num- 
ber of possibilities (by allowing us to call it “an oak”) then 
necessarily it would allow, by the same ‘nature’ to exclude a 
smaller number of possibilities (by allowing us to call it “a 
tree"), 

The notion of a necessary relation is more visible in Dhar- 
makirti's discussion of the inference from ‘existence’ to *'momen- 
tariness'. This is also called a svabháva-hetu. Here, of course, 
the apoha meaning of the two terms “exists” and “momentary” 
is not appealed to establish the required connection. But an 
argument (to my mind, an a priori argument) is formulated to 
show the logical necessity of one being implied by the other: 
To be means to do something; to do means doing either in 
succession (krama) or simultaneously (yaugapadya), there be- 
ing no third alternative. It is logically impossible, it is said, 
for a non-momentary object to do anything in either way, for 
then it would be the locus of two logically contradictory pro- 
perties (‘doing’ and ‘not doing’). The final court of appeal is 
therefore a logical law, the law of non-contradiction as it was 
understood by Dharmakirti. In this way, it is established that 
to be or ‘exists’ necessarily implies ‘fluctuations’ or ‘momentari- 
ness. It is also argued that no intelligent person needs to seek 
the help of any example (either positive or negative)—a re- 
quirement that was insisted upon by Dinnàga : 


“For the learned, only ‘reason’ hetu (without example) 
should be cited"? 


This was the precursor of the notion of antarvyapti (‘internal 
invariance’)—a later development among the Buddhist logi- 
cians of post-Dharmakirti period. Thus, Ratnákara$anti argued 
that the ‘invariance’ relation is established between ‘existence’ and 
"momentariness' on the basis of the evidence that the opposite 
Situation  (viparyaya) viz., one applying without the other, is 
impossible i.e., involves a contradiction (cf. badhaka). Examples 
are not needed to comprehend this relation.’ 

It may be noted that in the “oak-tree” example, a sort of 
verbal necessity is being appealed to, when in the above ‘exist- 
ence-momentariness’ example, what is being appealed to may be 
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called logical necessity for finally the final court of appeal is, 
as I have already underlined, the law of non-contradiction. 


7.6. NECESSITY IN NYAYA INFERENCE 


The Naiyayikas admit a sort of inference which they called 
kevala-vyatirekin ‘inference based upon the unique sign’. The 
form of this inference as it has been discussed in Navya-nyaya 
comes very close to a tautological inference. Udayana explicitly 
connected this type of inference with the purpose (prayojana) 
of a definition or laksana (Kirdnavali, p. 291), for a definition 
supplies the essential and necessary mark, the unique property, 
of the object under consideration. The form of the inference 
is given as follows : 

A differs from non-A’s 
for it has the property e. 

This is only an articulation of the purpose served by the defi- 
nition: A is whatever has e. The purpose of a definition, 
according to this theory, is to underline the distinction of what 
is being defined from what it is not. In other words, it says 
what makes an A an A, i.e, distinct and unique from all non- 
A's (what makes a lump of clay clay and not non-clay cf. 
prthivi etc.). This inference, therefore, is based upon the no- 
tion of an essential or unique property, which becomes the 
necessary mark, i.e., the logical sign of what is being signified 
or inferred. The Naiyayikas conceded that to understand the 
‘invariance’ relation in such inference we do not need certifi- 
cation from a positive example (for it is impossible to have a 
positive example. sapaksa, in such cases), but they were not 
sure whether or not a negative example (where both are ab- 
sent) does serve any function in generating the cognition in us 
of the said invariance relation. As far as I can see this infer- 
ence, to use a modern jargon, becomes true by definition (or 
even true by convention). Nalyayikas, of course, would in- 
sist that this inference is necessarily true for the opposite situa- 
tion would be impossible, or a logical contradiction. 


7.7. THE JAINA APPROACH 


The Jainas argued that the inferential mark instead of hav- 
ing the three characters mentioned earlier should only have one 
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character, viz., a necessary connection with the marked or the 
signified so that ‘A is the sign of B’ means that it would be 
impossible that there would be B without there being A (cf. 
anyathanupapatti). In other words, the relation between A and 
B cannot be contingent but necessary. It is pointed out by the 
Jainas that the property of being Maitra’s off-spring as a logi- 
cal mark of being dark in complexion (our example in the 
beginning) is untenable although it fulfills the three required 
conditions or characters mentioned by the Buddhists. To wit: 
The future child of Maitra will be dark, because he or she will be 
a child of Maitra. Now the property, being of an off-spring of Mai- 
tra, i.e., the sign, is present in the case under consideration, and is 
so also present in another (present) child of Maitra who is also 
dark, as well as it is absent from any non-dark person (for no 
non-dark person is a child of Maitra so far). The reason that this 
type of inference is not valid, the Jainas argue, is that it is not 
based upon the necessary connection between the sign and the 
signified. In other words, it is only a contingent fact that so far 
all children of Maitra have been dark in complexion. The 
invariance relation must be based upon necessity. In other 
words, we cannot say that it is impossible for someone to be a 
child of Maitra (in future) unless he or she is also dark. There- 
fore the relation is only empirical and contingent, but not 
necessary. The truth-claim of the inference based upon it is 
accordingly dubious. This contingent relation is called in 
Nyāya language aupadhika or ‘conditional’. 

The Jaina logicians such as Akalanka and Prabhacandra 
criticized the Dinnagian notion of ‘reason’ hetu as characterized 
by the ‘triple condition’ and argued that the reason or the 
inferential sign must be necessarily related to what is signified, 
for citation of examples has no power to justify the invariance. 
According to them, what is important is to see whether the 


following hypothetical question could be answered in the 
negative : 


“Is it possible for the inferential sign to occur without the 
signified in question ?” 


Usually a negative answer is found by an appeal to some re- 
ductio-adabsurdium, and in this way we have virtually a defi- 
nition of necessity in the Jaina theory, viz., it is impossible for 


144 Logical and Ethical Issues of Religious Belief 


the sign to be without the signified, i.e., what we are trying 
to infer in the case. 

At this point a disclaimer may be in order. I have shown 
above on what kind of occasions the Indian logicians could be 
said to have been aware of the experience-independent neces- 
sity. But as they lacked the general concepts of proposition, 
the distinction between the analytic and synthetic was never 
clearly made. Since they were mainly concerned with the 
episodic notion of knowledge, even the a priori or the so-called 
knowledge of necessity has to be occasioned by empirical con- 
dition, an example in the actual world. And the definition of 
truth tended, for the same reason, to be pragmatic and behavi- 
our-oriented. I therefore argue that while it is possible to: 
read such philosophers as Dinnaga and Uddyotakara and to see 
that they were at best indifferent to, at worst ignorant of, the 
a priori, it would be wrong to interpret them as rejecting cons- 
ciously the concept of experience-independent formal truth. It 
is, however, with the Jainas and partly with Dharmakirti, that 
we have clear statement to the effect that in the case of neces- 
sary relation, the exemplification in the actual world matters 
very little.?? 


7.8. THE TENSION BETWEEN THE NECESSARY 
AND THE CONTINGENT: NAGARJUNA 


Nagarjuna’s dialectical arguments to refute such philosophic’ 
notions as causality, existence, action, and motion, contain a 
modality which is not often noticed or recognized. It is argued, 
for example, that assertion of existence amounts to eternalism. 

(1) If A exists, it exists always. 

What is the force of the argument ? Why do I have to admit 
that A exists always if I admit only that A exists? One pos- 
sible answer is obviously that the proposition ‘A exists’ hides a 
modality. That is, to bring the force of the argument on the 
surface, we must say: 

(2) If necessarily A exists, then A exists always. 

And in this case, the entire statement becomes obviously true. 
In the terminology of Indian philosophers this position is 
dubbed as eternalism (saSvata-vadu). If existence is asserted 
to be the property of something A, then, under this theory, it 
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is not possible for an A not to have that property at any time 
under any circumstances (cf. sarvadad and sarvatha). This, 
therefore, is a clear formulation of something like a definition 
of what is called in modern terminology, necessity de dicto. 
According to the conventional symbolism : 


[] (A exists) = ~ ^ — (A exists). 


In Indian logical terminology, assertion of existence is equiva- 
lent to assertion of eternalism. Compare Nagarjuna: astiti $a$- 
vatagrahah.?' 

The same or almost the same point is made with the help 
cf the notion of svabhava ‘own-nature’, which I think comes 
very close to the notion of ‘essence’ (as in ‘essentialism’). Of 
course, when we are talking about essence, we are talking about 
necessity de re. But obviously de re necessity can sometimes 
be explained, as Plantinga has argued, by way of de dicto. 
Nagarjuna formulates the opponent here as one holding to the 
doctrine of unchangeability or immutability of everything. Just 
as eternalism is a heresy in Buddhism, so is the unchangeability. 
The argument means as: if a bhava or thing has a svabhava 
‘own-nature’ then it cannot, i.e., it is impossible for it to, admit 
of any change or parabhava (“‘other-nature”). Change is de- 
fined as admission of another nature (= parabhàva) .?? The argu- 
ment claims that if a thing A is A by nature, i.e., essentially or 
necessarily, then under no circumstances it can be a non-A. We 
may restate the argument. 

(3) If necessarily an A (a lump of clay) is an A then it 
is impossible that it would not be an A under any circumstan- 
ces. The thrust of the argument is this. Experience shows 
that a lump of clay is sometimes a lump of clay, and under 
other circumstances it becomes a clay-pot, or broken pot-parts, 
or muddy paste (when mixed with water). And this runs 
counter to the svabháva doctrine. The svabhdva doctrine, un- 
der this interpretation, assumes that a thing is what it is neces- 
sarily. In other words, it denies contingency. A thing that 
has 'own-nature' cannot have ‘other nature’. There is, there- 
fore, implicit in this argument, a necessity de dicto defined, as 
before, impossibility under any circumstances. 

My interpretation, however, may be objected to. For I 
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have not mentioned the Sanskrit equivalent of ‘necessity’. In 
reply, I shall first point out that if we have to take the argu- 
ments of Nagarjuna at all seriously, such an interpretation is 
almost inescapable. Obviously Nagarjuna did not dispute the 
obvious, i.e., that we see at some point of time a thing, say a 
pot, to be coming into ‘existence’ or produced, and going out 
of ‘existence’ at another point of time. If this is admitted 
then it is difficult to formulate a conditional of the form. If 
A exists then A exists always. For the consequent here is 
obviously false while the antecedent would be true. The other 
alternative would be to accept a position like this: for any 
proposition P, if P then necessarily P. This means in its turn 
that the opponent that Nagarjuna is attacking denies any notion 
of contingency. ‘This is how the argument goes through. 

My second answer to the objection is that sometimes the 
Sanskrit particle “eva’’ imparts a modality (necessity) to the 
proposition expressed by the sentence in which it occurs. 
Consider : 

“yad bhavati tad bhavaty eva” 

"What happens necessarily happens.” 
The causal formula in Buddhism is formulated as: yasmin 
sati bhavatyeva. There are several other expressions that seem 
to carry the same force: "Svabhavena", "prakrtya", “sarvatha’’ 
etc. Nagarjuna says, 

“prakrter anyathabhavo na jatipapadyate” 
which we can translate with a little ingenuity : 

“If it is necessarily so, it cannot be otherwise.”?° 

So far we have only examples of causal or natural neces- 
sity. And it, seems that Nagarjuna and his followers are accu- 
sing (perhaps wrongly) their opponents (either the Abhidhar- 
mikas or the Naiyàyikas) of holding to a very strict of doc- 
trine of natural necessity or non-contingency. The opposite 
of the only alternative to, eternalism, that Nagarjuna recognizes, 
is ‘annihilationism’ (uccheda-vada). ‘This was also a heresy in 
Buddhism. Now we may construe ‘annihilationism’ as the ‘con- 
tingency’ doctrine. But Nagarjuna formulates the ‘contingency’ 
doctrine as follows: If an A is contingent, then it follows that 
that A does not exist at a given time or under some circum- 
stances. Now “A does not exist under some circumstances” can 
be construed into two ways: 
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(a) It is necessary that A does not exist under some circum- 

stances. 

(b) A necessarily does not exist (under some circum- 

stances). 

Nagarjuna’s argument, however, does not allow (a). In 
other words, unlike the previous case, Nagarjuna’s argument 
becomes false under the de dicto formulation of necessity. In 
fact, Naiyayikas and those who are with them would accept 
(a) without much ado. Nagarjuna obviously would not 
allow this construal for, according to him, anmnihilationism 
says that we accept (b), which is, in fact, a formulation 
of de re necessity, and in addition, we have to omit “under 
some circumstances" for it would be either meaningless or re- 
dundant. Now, Nàgàrjuna's argument goes through, for he 
claims: “If A necessarily does not exist, A would not exist 
under any circumstances." In this way, assertion of necessary 
non-existence, for Nagarjuna, amounts to annihilationism—an 
impossible doctrine. To put it briefly, cternalism in this inter- 
pretation amounts to the doctrine of (natural) necessity while 
annihilationism to the doctrine of impossibility of everything. 

The situation can be explained as follows. Suppose we 
represent eternalism as 

"It is necessary that A exists." 
lhe opposite of this doctrine is not formulated by  negating 
this proposition as a whole. The opposition is not like one 
between 'p' and ‘not-p’. Rather it is formulated by negating 
the predicate ‘exists’ or using the ‘complement’ of the property 
predicated by the proposition included in the “that” clause. 
Annihilationism is therefore represented as: 

“It is necessary that A does not exist.” 
And this can be reformulated as 

“It is impossible that A exists." 
In the usual notation we may state: 


L] ~ (A exists) = ~ Ó (A exists). 


From the above analysis, it seems that de re necessity 
Was regarded as more fundamental. A property predicated by 
a propositicn would be either necessary or essential to the 
subject or it would have to be an impossible property, ie. it 
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would be impossible for that subject to have that property. 
More clearly, either the property concerned must necessarily 
belong to the subject or its complement must so belong. This. 
means probably that either a thing is necessarily (essentially) 
blue or it is essentially non-blue. Thus, both the doctrines, 
eternalism and annihilationism, are, under this interpretation. 
doctrines of necessity, for impossibility can be seen only as 
negative necessity. And, by the same token, both doctrines. 
deny contingency. 

What seems to emerge from the above discussion is that, 
of the four modal concepts, necessity, impossibility, contingency 
and possibility, the first two are obviously recognized by the 
opponents of Nagarjuna and therefore also by Nagarjuna so 
that his method of refutation would be possible. How about 
contingency ? Nagarjuna, it seems to me, would accept con- 
tingency but only as ‘appearance’, as ‘non-ultimate’. The con- 
tingency doctrine of the Nyaàya is, therefore, only a samvrti, not 
paramartha. This will, of course, raise a number of interesting 
issues, issues which I must here forbear to enter. The concept 
of possibility, however, did not emerge, as far as I can see, as one 
clearly distinct from contingency. The possibles were usually 
regarded as future contigencies. 


7.9. NECESSITY AS A BASIS OF DHARMAKIRTTS 
FLUX DOCTRINE 


The argument of Dharmakirti to establish the doctrine of 
universal flux or momentariness has, almost in a similar man- 
ner, made use of the modal notion of necessity. The starting 
point in the argument is, of course, to be means to be able 
to do something. This means that ‘A exists at time t,’ is de- 
fined here as ‘A is capable of doing B at time t,’. The argu- 
ment then continues :*4 


“yad yadà yat-karana-samarthah tat tadá tat karoty eva" 
which I translate as 


"If 4 is capable of doing B at time (moment) t,, then 
necessarily A does B at t," 
This proposition is then exemplified: “yatha — kurvad-rüpam 
ankure". We may explain it as: 
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“If the sprouting seed is capable of sprouting at t,, then 
necessarily the sprouting seed sprouts at tp.” 


This is, however, the beginning of the long argument, which 
then goes on to propose that there must necessarily be a dis- 
tinction between the sprouting seed at t, and the ‘same’ seed 
non-sprouting seed at t,-, or, for that matter at t,-, etc. We 
are in fact back again to the concept of de re necessity. The 
property called capability of sprouting is regarded as the neces- 
sary (essential) property of the subject (= dharmin) seed,, and 
its complement, absence of such capability, is the essential 
property of seed, (ie. the seed at t,-.). In the course of this 
development the negative version of the general principle is 
Stated : 


“yad yada yan na karoty eva tat tada tadakarana-samarthah’’ 
This I translate as: 


“If necessarily A does not do B at t,-,, then A is (or, is 
said to be, according to Ratnakirti), incapable of doing B at 
tS." 

What is called A at t, and has the necessary property—called 
capability of sprouting, must be different from what is called A 
at t,-, but lacks that property necessarily. Conclusion : 

A att, = A at tye. 

The same can be repeated to show: A at t,-; = A at t,-,, and 
so on. For if existence means doing something or capacity to 
do something (and the Buddhist argues capacity to do some- 
thing is necessarily equivalent to actual doing something), and 
if a thing is capable of doing something at t, it is impossible 
for it to do it either at t, minus 1 OF at ta pms ;.. This amounts to 
saying that that very thing that exists at i, does not exist either 
at ty mirus 1 OF ai t, plus i. | 


, Dharmakirti’s argument for the flux doctrine is based upon 
his complete rejection of the notion of potentiality (not an un- 
common sort of move as Aristotle notes an opponent who re- 
jects such a notion) and his belief that to be causally potent 
means to be doing whatever it is supposed to do. But causal 
necessity that he is talking about is reduced to a sequential neces- 
sity like today following yesterday. 1f Monday follows Sunday 
then necessarily Monday follows Sunday, for it would be im- 
possible for it to be Monday if it did not follow Sunday. There 
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may be many objections against Dharmakirti’s argument but 
that is not our concern here. J have tried to show that it was 
concemed with the concept of modality such as necessity and 
impossibility. The strength of the argument is derived also 
{rom the inconceivability of A's being capable of doing B at t, ' 
and not necessarily doing B at t» Nagarjuna’s argument, in the 
previous case, similarly derives its strength also from the incon- 
ceivability of A’s being necessarily (essentially) A and then its 
changing into something B. 

If I am allowed to indulge into some broad generalisations, 
I wish to argue that the notion of paramatva ‘ultimacy’ in 'para- 
martha’ (in both Buddhism and Vedanta) demands some sort 
of necessity. The ultimate reality (paramartha) is either neces- 
sarily existent or necessarily non-existent. It is either neces- 
sarily immutable or ever (necessarily) in a flux. It is impos- 
sible for it to be both, existent and non-existent, immutable and 
fluctuating. ‘The phenomenal reality or the facts of our ordi- 
nary experience are to be distinguished from the ultimate in 
that they lack the required necessity. They are contingent, 
and to use a near equivalent Sanskrit word, they are kadacitka. 
Therefore they are seen to be both existent and non-existent 
from different points of view; they are experienced as both 
immutable and mutable in some sense or other. This is the 
character of contingency, the character of prapafica. These 
philosophers in this way describe the whole empirical world 
as contingent, lacking necessity, lacking ultimacy. They are 
therefore closer to one of the theses of the radical empiricists; 
there is no necessity in Nature. There is necessity either in 
language and logic or at the ultimate level of reality. Causal 
necessity (in the phenomena) is only sequential. 

Possibility as a modal notion had a very limited use in 
the whole of Indian philosophy. Most possibilities are simply 
future contingencies, or a possibility has been already excluded 
or nullified by a contingency. Suppose, my car is red. This 
fact, a contingent fact, has already defeated (excluded) the 
possibility of its being not-red. Does this “excluded” possibi- 
lity, then, join the group of impossibilities? No clear and ex- 
plicit answer emerges from the Indian philosophers except in 
their discussion (Udayana) of naming the non-existent or citing 
a non-existent entity as an example. In any case, considera- 


Necessity and Indian Logic 151 


tion of the excluded possibilities have somehow been thought 
idle in the Indian context. 
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21. Nagarjuna, Madhyamika-Sastra, Kürikà, ch. 15, verse 10. 
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24. This is often cited in connection with the argument for 
ksana-bharga-siddhi since Dharmakirti’s Hetubindu. 


8. RELIGION AND THE STUDY OF 
COMPARATIVE RELIGION 


8.1. ON THE DEFINITION OF RELIGION 


What is Religion? If this seems like a Socratic question, 
it is intended tc be so. The Socrates of Plato’s dialogues 
continually asks questions. The Buddha in his suttas also con- 
tinually asks questions. The Buddha discussed a fourfold way 
of answering philosophic questions. Certain questions are answer- 
able, according to the Buddha, by a direct yes or no (ekamsavya- 
karaniya), while others are not. Those that are not can be 
either answered through analysis and qualification (vibhajya) or 
by a counter question (pratiprasnena) and there are even those 
that should be set aside, i.e. should not be answered (avydkrta). 
The verse in the Nikaya :? 

ekamsa-vacanam ekam 

vibhajja-vacanam param 

tatiyam patipuccháyya 

catuttham pana thapaye 
Of these four types, the Socratic questions in Plato’s dialogues 
usually belong either to the second or to the third. The ques- 
tion that I have stated at the outset is very similar to one (i.e. 
the predominant) type of Socratic questions, and it has the 
genera! form “What is X?” Examples are “What is justice ?” 
in the Republic, and “What is Knowledge ?" in the Theaetetus. 

The special nature of this question becomes clear from a 
consideration of the kind of answer the questioner demands. It 
will for example be hardly satisfactory to the questioner if in 
reply to this kind of question we cite some instances of X. One 
might say, ‘Well, Christianity is a religion, so is Islam’ and so 
on. But that will not be a proper answer. This will be simi- 
Jar to the answer that Socrates got from Theaetetus to the ques- 
tion “What is Knowledge ?", viz. knowledge is geometry and 
sciences or crafts like shoemaking. Socrates refused to accept 
this answer and explained his point with an illustration.? 


` 
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‘Socrates: But the question you were asked, Theaetetus, 
was not what the objects of knowledge, nor yet how many 
sorts of knowledge there are. We did not want to count 
them, but to find out what the thing itseli—Knowledge—is. 
Is there nothing in that ? 

Theaetetus : No, you are quite right. 

Socrates: Take another example. Suppose, we were 
asked about some obvious common thing, for instance, what 
clay is; it would be absurd to answer: Potter’s clay, and 
ovenmaker’s clay, and brickmaker’s clay. 


Analoguously, enumeration of examples of religion will not 
Answer our question. 


A Socratic question, however, leads to problems, when he 
asks, “What X itself is ?" (i.e. when he asks “What is X ?") he 
wants, by his own admission (Meno 72 b), to be told the 
‘being’ or ‘essence’ of X. But it may be easily argued that 
to tell the ‘being’ or ‘essence’ of X is often the hardest thing. 
In fact in the modern context one may argue that 
search for the ‘essence’ was “the wild-goose chase” of 
the ancient philosophers. Others will even argue that there 
is no such things as essence. But we can learn further from 
the Socratic lesson. When the search for the ‘essence’ of virtue 
{the question was “What is virtue ?”) failed, Socrates was led 
to hypothesize a certain account of the essence of virtue. This 
was the Socratic way out. 1 propose that we take a similar 
way out when faced with the question “What is religion ?” 


“Religion” is not an Indian word. There is hardly any 
Sanskrit or Pali equivalent of this word. The word “dharma” 
in modern Indian languages is used sometimes in the sense of 
religion. But certainly dharma as it is understood in the Dhar- 
masastras does not carry this sense. Modern use of the term 
dharma in the sense of religion is perhaps accidental. If I am 
allowed to speculate, I would say that this usage is partly acci- 
dental and partly dictated by the rather intimate connection 
between dharma in the Dharmasdstra and the religious and 
ethical duties of the Hindus. There may be other historical 
and semantic reasons for such a usage, for example, highly 
regarded virtues, such as non-violence, and other ethical disci- 
plines are often called dharmas. But I will leave the seman- 
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tic problem here. The point remains that an exact equivalent 
of the word ‘religion’ is hard to find in the Indian traditional 
writings. 

If “religion” is not an original Indian word, does it follow 
that the concept of religion or the thing we may call religion 
is non-existent in Indian culture? I see no a priori reason 
that it should. A phenomenon may remain unrecognized, un- 
categorized and hence unnamed in a society or a culture. In 
such a case, a name to identify that particular phenomenon 
may not exist for the time being in the language of that cul- 
ture. Later on, when the word is formulated and with it a 
concept to fit it, attention can be focussed upon it as a dis- 
tinguishable fact. Something like this seems to be true of such 
words as ‘religion’ and ‘mysticism’, for neither of them are 
of Indian origin. But phenomena answering these words: 
have been present in Indian culture for a long time, and the 
concepts are not entirely foreign to it. This partly takes care 
of the caveat that says that when we are talking about ‘religion’ 
and ‘mysticism’ in the Indian context we are probably super- 
imposing foreign notions in a culture where they do not be- 
long. There is a related problem that arises here, but I will 
come to discuss it later. 

To take the Socratic way out we might hypothesize about 
what constitutes the ‘essence’ of religion. In fairness it must 
be acknowledged that search for the ever elusive ‘essence’ led 
Socrates to accept sometimes a sense in which the thing defined 
differs from .all other things. This notion of definition comes 
very close to the Indian theory of laksana. The attempt to give 
a laksana ‘characteristic’ or a ‘defining mark’ is the effort to 
differentiate and distinguish. (Robinson, Plato). The In- 
Indian theory of laksana is a pronounced effort to differentiate 
and distinguish the object or the set of objects to be defined 
(laksya) from others (Hara) : in ‘others’ are included both 
those that belong to the same type (sajaütiya) and those that 
do not (vijatiya). | 

Now the question arises: can we define ‘religion’ follow- 
ing this Indian model? What we have to do is to note some 
unique characteristic or a number of such characteristics, that 
would belong to all and only those that we can legitimately call 
religion. A differentiating characteristic need not be an essen- 
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tial characteristic assuming that we understand what an ‘essence’ 
is. A simple way to see this point is to remember that there 
may be a number of differentiating characteristics with regard 
to an object or a set of objecis, but an essentialist will hardly 
accept the possibility of there being more than one essence 
in such cases. 

William P. Alston, having first considered some typical 
examples of the definition of religion formulated by several 
philosophers, notes the following “religion-making characteris- 
tics” and then concedes that not all of them need to be satis- 
fied to make a phenomenon religion, but only just “enough” 
of them :° | 
Beliefs in supernatural beings (gods). 

A distinction between sacred and profane objects. 
Ritual acts focussed around sacred objects. 

A moral code believed to be sarictioned by the gods. 
Characteristically religious feelings (awe, sense of mys- 
tery, sense of guilt, adoration etc.) which tend to be 
aroused in the presence of sacred objects and during 
the practice of ritual and which are associated with 
the gods. 

Prayer and other forms of communication with gods. 
A world view. 

A more or less total organization of one’s life based 
on the world view. 

9. A social group bound together by the first eight 

factors. 

The above list is rather iong. An abbreviation which may 
not do full justice to it may be given as follows : a set of be- 
liefs (doctrinal, ethical and social) supplying a basis for a set 
of ritual and other acts as well as demanding total organization 
of one’s individual and social life, behaviour patterns and emo- 
tional responses centering around such beliefs. 

Are these characters unique in the case of religions only ? 
Could they distinguish religion from other phenomena ? In order 
to answer this question we need to be clear about what these 
other phenomena are from which religion needs to be distin- 
guished. Let us proceed in this way. Religion can be seen 
as a particular component of a given culture and it needs to 
be distinguished from other components of the culture, for 
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examples, from such an assortment of items as language, food 
and dress, literature, and ways of entertainment. It now seems 
that religion can be separated from other components of a cul- 
ture by some of the characteristics stated here. But if we accept 
this position, we have to assume at least the word ‘religion’ 
is never used ambiguously and its range of application is well- 
defined and clear-cut with no borderline cases. But this is too 
much to expect of a culture-word like ‘religion’. Besides, with 
a little ingenuity one can cite counterexamples to several of the 
above characteristics, if not all. 

Some of these characteristics are in fact ad hoc generali- 
sations from an examination of a paradigm case, a religion like 
Roman Catholicism. At the other end of the scale, we might 
put a tribal religion where moral codes are devoid of the sanc- 
tion of the deity, or even a. respectable religion like Jainism 
which definitely rejects the notion of God or Providence or 
Theravada Buddhism which rejects not only God but also the 
notion of a soul that survives death or obtains freedom in 
salvation. 

We have thus noticed an odd assortment of phenomena 
in various cultures and sub-cultures (using the term in non- 
prejorative sense) to which it is our practice to apply the term 
religion. At this point, we might give up entirely, if we have 
not done it already, our attempt to find a definition of religion 
in the old sense of discovering an ‘essence’. We are now ac- 
tually at the heart of a philosophic problem that has gained some 
currency today. The problem is connected with L. Wittgenstein’s 
notion of “family resemblances”. Wittgenstein has argued that 
even the resemblances within a group of things to which the 
same general term applies (e.g. “game”) are nothing but vague 
and overlapping likenesses which one sees amongst different 
members of a family. There is nothing common to all such 
exampies, much as there is nothing common in different ex- 
amples of game, but we see only “similarities overlapping and 
criss-crossing, sometimes overall similarities, sometimes simi- 
larities of details.’’ 

It seems tc us that “religion” is such a term where all 
that we can expect is “family resemblances”. If this is so, 
then an adequate definition cf religion will be ever elusive. 
But, of course, we can, pace Socrates, cite examples. While 
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citing examples, we need not claim ¿hat the people we are talk- 
ing to, would thereby see what is ‘common’ to all of them— 
‘the common thing’ that I was unable to articulate. Nor is citing 
examples ‘an indirect means of explaining, in default of a bet- 
ter’. But “the point is,” Wittgenstein says, “that this is how 
we play the game.’® 

We may still argue that we started with a rather high ex- 
pectation—expectation to find some essential and universal 
feature or features of all religions. But now we are told to 
curtail our expectation. For probably there is no essential and 
universal feature that belongs to all to which the term “religion” 
applies. Or if there is any it is the hardest thing to formulate 
or even to isolate it from such a wide variety of phenomena 
that we call “religion”. It may be suggested at some point 
that since it is seen today that concern for an after-life or con- 
cem for our existence, or the lack of it, after death, is a uni- 
versal concern for almost all religious people, such a concern 
can be taken to be the univeisal mark of all religions. Even 
here counter examples are not very hard to find. First, Bud- 
dhism would be an enigma for us if we wish to apply such a 
model. Even if this problem is somehow resolved through 
some liberal interpretation of nirvana, we will have at least two 
clearest counter examples. Concern for the after-life is hardly 
visible, if at all, in early Vedic religion as well as in early 
Judaism.° 

Instead of trying to bring all sorts of religions under one 
common denominator, perhaps, we should be talking about 
different families of religion. Linguists sometimes talk about 
different families of language in order to identify shared fea- 
tures or resemblances. We may likewise direct our attention 
to different families of religion and try to expand the metaphor 
used by Wittgenstein mentioned above. Perhaps, the three 
important monotheistic religions, Christianity, Judaism and Islam, 
which are also historically related can form one family. Tribal 
religions, and religions of subcultures, can form several fami- 
lies. Perhaps, we should introduce also geographical varia- 
tions. Thus, Indian religions, by which I mean the religions 
that originated in India, Hinduism, Buddhism, Jainism, and Sik- 
hism, will form one family, Chinese relgions will form another. 
If we resolve our problem which appeared formidable in the 
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beginning, in this manner, that is, according to the above pro- 
posal, then our task of studying religions in its essential fea- 
tures becomes manageable and feasible. 


One may ask now: what happened to our original ques- 
tion? Can we define religion ? And if we cannot, can we 
claim to have understood religion as a phenomenon or a com- 
ponent of our culture ? In reply, I can perhaps, ask a counter- 
question. This will conform with the Buddha’s third variety 
of question, where an answer is given by a counter question. I 
may ask, what is the goal of. our definition here ? Do we need 
to answer this question: What is religion? A. N. Whitehead, 
for example, raised a similar cbjection against the demand for 
definition and clarity, in his Adventures of Ideas :'? 


"[nsistence on clarity at all costs is based on sheer super- 
stition as to the mode in which human intelligence func- 
tions. Insistence on hardheaded clarity issues from senti- 
mental feeling, as it were a mist cloaking the perplexities 
of fact." 


Literary critics sometimes argue that by defining a term we may 
unnecessarily narrow down the sphere of its application, we cut 
down or weaken its expressive power by our attempt to relieve 
it of all its ambiguities. Ambiguities are sometimes powerful 
tools in expressing our honest thoughts which are not easily 
expressible in ordinary language. The moral of all this is that 
if we have not obtained a definite answer to our original ques- 
tion, perhaps, it is all for the better. It is, to use the Indian 
idiom, a bhüsana, not a dásana. It is nct the case that we do 
not understand what religion is, but that it is extremely diffi- 
cult to formulate some essential characteristic that will belong 
to all the variety of things to which the word is applied. We 
can talk about families of religion, and it is more promising 
to look for some essential feature or features within a particu- 
lar family. And even if we do not finally find what we are 
looking for, our effort or labour will not go unrewarded, for 
we will then at least understand the nature of religion a little 
better than we did before. By formulating a critique or search- 
ing for a counter-example to expose the false definitions, we 
have at least made the idea of religion a bit clearer. 
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82. ON THE PROBLEMS OF “COMPARATIVE 
RELIGION" 


If we have learned to be less ambitious by now, we can 
-give up the global approach and concentrate on regional mat- 
ters. The global approach hes been the breeding ground of 
many confusions and contioversies. While ‘Religion’ (ie. 
Theology) has’ been part of the academic curricula of most 
Western universities for a long time (in fact the origin of the 
idea of ‘university’ is said to be genetically connected with the 
religious seminaries). ‘Comparative religion’ has  compara- 
tively been a new thing. And even in a short period it has had 
its strongest critics. In early 30’s, in founding the Chair of the 
Spalding Professorship at Oxford, the late Mr. H. N. Spalding 
defined the purpose as follows : 


“The purpose of the Professorship shall be to build up in 
the University of Oxford a permanent interest in the great 
religions and ethical system ... of the East, .. . to interpret 
them by comparison and contrast with each other and with 
the religions and ethics of the West..., with the aim of 
bringing together the world's great religions in closer un- 
derstanding, harmony and friendship . . ." 
‘It is because of this description, the Spalding Chair, in spite 
of its official title, is described by most as the chair of com- 
parative religion. Dr. S. Radhakrishnan, the late President of 
India, held the chair for a long time and obviously thought that 
‘the purpose as defined by Mr. Spalding was worthwhile and 
that it might generate a closer understanding of the East. 
Professor R. Zaehner, the second occupant of the chair, 
however, expressed grave doubts in his Inaugural address in 
1953. In Jansenistic protest, ke said, “Nor do I think that it 
can be a legitimate function of a university professor to attempt 
to induce harmony among elements as disparate as the great 
religions of mankind appear to be...such a procedure may 
well be commendable in a statesman. In a profession that 
concerns itself with the pursuit of truth it is damnable." Regard- 
ing the worthwhileness of the study of comparative religion, he 
. summed up his view as follows :*? 


"Ihe only common ground is that the function of religion 
is to provide release. There is no agreement at all as to 


160 Logical and Ethical Issues of Religious Belief 


what it is that man must be released from. The great re- 

ligions are talking at cross purposes.” 

The phrase ‘comparative religion’ is however not a new 
term in the West. It is almost as old as Christianity. Philo, 
, who lived at the time of the rise of Christianity, and was an 
interpreter of the Hebrew scripture in terms of Greek philo- 
sophy, apparently used it as a form of reproach for certain 
people who disputed the divine and revealed origin of scrip- 
ture. He referred to them as ‘a sort of amateur students of 
comparative religions'?? According to Philo, these people used 
only analogy as an argument to conclude that the account of 
the appearance of God at Mt. Sinai and the revelation of His 
. Law there was false just as the Greek mythological stories about 
appearances of gods to men and the revelation of laws were 
decidely false. Philo however dismissed them as “impious” 
and simply asserted his faith in revelation.’ 

Therefore Zaehner’s misgivings were, in fact, in line with 
very ancient tradition of a believer’s misgivings about other re- 
ligions. 

About sixteen years later, in his Gifford lecture, Zaehner 
slightly modified his view about ‘comparative religion’. He 
wanted to withdraw particularly the word “damnable” from his 
previous remark. His title of Gifford lectures was ‘‘Concordant 
Discord”? (1970). He remarked that he could have chosen the 
subtitle as “A Symphony of Faiths”. He admitted that he 
stressed the discord rather than the concord of religions, and 
went on to add :*5 


"Ihis was in principle right; for it is the duty of the 
scholar, even on the popular level, first to analyse the 
differences and only then to look for a possible syn- 
thesis...” 


Zaehner’s criticism, even in its modified version, remains 
a criticism, and should not be taken to be an isolated opinion. 
For it expresses in general, but perhaps too loudly, the feeling 
of a considerable number of iniellectuals, academics and com- 
mon people in the West. I personally take it to be a good 
constructive criticism of any unserious attempt to study com- 
parative religion. But perhaps the word “comparative” itself 
carries this pejorative sense, a comparative study means an un- 
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serious popularizing, and it may be well advised that we drop 
the word “comparative”. 

By shunning a word, however, we do not solve the pro- 
blem immediately; we only clear some smoke and let the dusts 
settle. The question remains, and let me formulate the objec- 
üon in the following way. (1) The basic principles of great re- 
ligions of the world are so much different from each other that it 
is practically impossible for one, who understands, and believes 
in, one religion, even to understand any other. Each religion 
is a whole new world and it is impossible to move between 
such worlds. One may, of course, try to read the texts and 
scriptures of another religion, with an academic interest, but 
one will never be able to “catch its inner spirit” (whatever the 
phrase means). (2) It may be all right to study one’s own reli- 
gious tradition and its theology. Why should we make any 
effort to study another, a foreign religion or religions ? Is it not 
a fact that the true doctrine, or truth, is to be found in my own 
religion, and all the other religions might only have semblences 
of the truth? If so, what is the use of Jearning a lot of non- 
truths, when we can devote time to a more worthwhile pur- 
pose? (3) Alternately, religion is not a discussable subject 
and hence should not be taught publicly. As an American 
friend defined religion to me facetiously, “Religion is something 
that we believe, and practice, but do not talk about.” Non- 
study of religion may be recommended on some nobler ground. 
For example, it can be said that each religion claims to have 
the monopoly of truth, which invariably leads to such distinc- 
tions of people, ‘us’ and ‘them’ and the eventual hatred and 
violence between them. It may be more statesmanlike to avoid 
talk of religions so that we may bring the fighting parties to- 
gether. Let us be peace-makers. 


8.3. ON THE EXCLUSIVENESS OF RELIGIOUS FAITH 


I shall comment on all these three one by one. What is. 
actually implied by the first position? Among other things, 
it implies that in order to understand (and “catch the inner 
spirit” if you like) a particule: religion one has to belong to 
the tradition and, more importantly, has to believe in the ulti- 
macy of the truth it advocates. Since the student or the scholar 
of comparative religion must study many religions, he is faced 
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with an impossible task. He may understand his own religious 
tradition very well but he wili know hardly enough of the others 
to compare with. The argument is based upon the premises 
‘that religious faith 1s exclusive each of the others. If, there- 
fore, proper understanding of a religion pre-supposes faith in it, 
then comparative religion is like discovering a golden mountain. 

One may however question the second assumption. Why must 
faith precede understanding? The provosition is sometimes 
put in the following way. One who does not practise a parti- 
cular religion is incompetent to study, understand or teach that 
religion. There had been an interesting public controversy on 
this point in England some years ago. Professor Ninian Smart, 
who believes in, and has successfully advocated, separation of 
the study of religion from the study of theology, confronted the 
issue when he was appointed at the University of Lancaster to 
form a Department of Religious Studies according to his new 
principles. The post, in the advertisement, was declared to be 
open to “someone of any faith or none", for this was thought 
to be an excellent and necessary principle for a truly secular 
university. But there was a storm of protest from various 
quarters, and the columns of The Times were flooded with cor- 
respondence on the absurdity oi such an advertisement.'® Any- 
way, the point was made, despite the protest, that teaching of 
religion in a university is different from preaching it, and that 
competence to do the first is not necessarily dependent upon 
faith, which seems essential only for doing the second. 

Preaching and teaching are, however, two very closely 
related concepts when the subject-matter is religion or morality 
or something very similar. Hence, depending upon the sub- 
ject-matter, the two can be unwittingly conflated. Human na- 
ture being what it is, it is hardly surprising that we sometimes 
preach what we also teach. This is, it seems to me, at the 
heart of many disputes over ihe teaching of religion in acade- 
mic institutions. It is one thing to impart religious education 
to young children at schools, and it is an entirely different thing 
to teach religion as an academic subject in universities. And 
it is rather obvious that scholarship, rigor, etc. are needed rather 
than faith for the second discipiine. 

is there a real opposition between the rigorous demand of 
academic scholarship and one’s total commitment to a particu- 
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lar religious faith? This seems to have been a matter of dis- 
pute between Professor W. C. Smith and Mr. Per Kvaerne in 
a paper “Comparative Religion : Whither and Why" A Reply to 
W. C. Smith (Temenos, Vol. 9, Helisinki, 1973)." It seems 
to me that total commitment to a particular religious faith may 
conceivably make one blind to a critical examination of his own 
religion, but in the understanding and examination of the reli- 
gious doctrine of another, it is hardly a hindrance by itself. 
Therefore, Smith is certainly right in claiming that the two, 
scholarly rigor and one's own religious stance, are compatible. 
Problems arise, of course, in studying a foreign religion (and 
hence they are certainly problems of the discipline called ‘com- 
parative religion’) because someone's total commitment to a 
particular faith may arguably prejudice his mind to such an ex- 
tent that he would be led into systematic misinterpretation of 
the second religion. It is therefore as a safeguard, Professor 
Smith wishes to get his interpretative analysis agreed by a per- 
son (presumably a scholar, he mentions Dr. Radhakrishnan for 
Hinduism) belonging to the religion he is interpreting. His 
opponent, however, finds this procedure quite repulsive (and 
quite rightly, I think) because there is hardly any agreed, uni- 
form interpretation of any of ihe "living religions', endorsed by 
all its present-day practitioners. This hard fact makes Smith's 
suggestion unworkable. My own view, however, is that this 
dispute need not arise as long as both sides agree about the 
need for scholarly rigor and academic seriousness in the disci- 
pline of comparative religion. For when such safeguards are 
available and put to use, very few interpretations could be just 
misinterpretations, although it is possible for there being two or 
more interpretations coming from different persons conflicting 
with each other. I shall elaborate this last comment. 

Let us take a lesson from a problem in modern philosophy 
of language. An interpretation obviously presupposes a mean- 
ing-content of what is being interpreted just as each radical 
translation from an entirely foreign language is based upon 
some assumed meaning-content of the sentence that is being 
translated. Those who are sceptical about the intelligibility of 
such mental entities as meanings may argue in favour of a 
thesis that Quine has called ‘indeterminacy of translation'.18 
Deriving presumably some support from B. L. Whorf's thesis 
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about language and culture that diflerent language-communities: 
have quite different conceptual schemes, W. V. Quine has de- 
veloped his philosophic thesis about “radical translation”. This 
has been built around the theme that a linguist who tries to- 
translate from a new (hitherto unknown) language cannot, 
short of imposing the grammatical structures and conventions 
of his own language, go very iar in translating successfully from 
the new language into his own language. He has argued that 
in the case of sentences that are at any considerable remove 
from what he calls ‘observation sentences’ the translations 
would be indeterminate. What is more striking about this 
thesis is that it is possible under this theory for two translators 
to develop independent manuals of translation, both of them 
compatible with all speech behavior and all dispositions to 
speech behavior, and yet one manual would offer translations 
that the other translator would reject. In the words of Quine :1° 


“My position was that either manual could be useful, but 
as to which was right and which wrong there was no fact 
of the matter.” (p. 167). 


As to whether this thesis is acceptable or not, the debate: 
will no doubt continue. My purpose in citing this analogy is, 
however, to derive some support for the point that [ have made 
above. Different religious communities can be compared with 
different language-communities. An outsider’s attempt at inter- 
preting a religion is similar to the attempt at a ‘radical tran- 
Slation’ of a linguist. Comperativists in religions may there- 
fore be in the same footing with the linguists in this regard. 
Now if Quine is right (and this is highly debatable), then it is 
not surprising that there could be two conflicting ‘manuals’ ac- 
cording to which a religion would be conflictingly interpreted, 
and the remoter the religion is, the less sense there is, a la 
Quine, in saying what is a good interpretation and what is bad. 
This is why I think that a so-called misinterpretation in com- 
parative religion may not be a misinterpretation. There will 
however be many practical criteria, behavioral or otherwise, 
which will ordinarily decide iu favour of one interpretation 
rather than another, just as the case is with radical translation 
too (as Quine no doubt admits). But an indeterminacy of 
interpretation with regard to remote religion will still persist. 
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8.4. CAN TRUTH BE MANY-FACETED ? 


] now wish to comment upon the second question. This 
presents us with a rather serious problem. If, as a believer, 
I am necessarily required to assume that Truth exists only in 
my adopted or inherited religion, and the rest of the world is 
running after shadows or phantom then there is very little point 
for the intelligent seekers after truth to study and try to under- 
stand other religions with any seriousness. It will not do to 
take a “Catholic” attitude and talk about the spirits of ecume- 
nism and inter-faith dialogue. For it will hardly work if I 
invite other people to enter into a dialogue with me while mak- 
ing no secret of the fact that [ am already convinced that your 
belief is wrong or your religion is not quite correct but I wish 
to listen to you in order to understand this false doctrine, for 
false it will remain even after my understanding of it. Nor 
will it be fair to take a statesmanlike stance (Zaehner said 
initially that comparative religion is the business of a statesman) 
and say for instance, “Religion has been a very strong senti- 
ment among the people since the primitive days, and people are 
eager to fight, kill and die for religion. They go at each other’s 
throat. A Hindu kills a Muslim, a Moslem a Hindu. An Arab 
kills a Jew and vice versa. A Protestant kills a Catholic and 
so on. Anti-semitism and holocaust are all facts of this world. 
Therefore we need peace-makers, and hence the search for a 
‘dialogue and understanding”. This sounds to be a noble goal. 
But it has a foul stink—that of diplomacy, and hence of dupli- 
‘city, and is basically disingenuous. “I am asking you to enter 
into a dialogue with me, although I know the truth for certain 
and you do not, but I am not telling you what I really think 
for that will hurt your feelings, and J am letting you talk to 
me for then you will see the truth and I will know probably 
"why you were wrong etc. etc.” J think there is hardly a reason- 
able way of getting around this initial difficulty, unless we are 
inclined to start with a slightly different premise. 


What is this different premise? It is, I think, due more 
to the attitude of the scholar rather than his belief. It is not 
derivable from the proud attitude that is hardened by a con- 
viction about his own know-all-ness. It is possible in a per- 
son who is softened and soaked with a humility about know- 
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ledge-claims, about “what else there is that I do not yet know”. 
The scholar not need slacken or give up his faith in his own 
religion and still can open his mind to the idea that there may 
be more than what he knows or believes. This attitude may 
therefore eventually accommodate for the relevant thesis or 
premise, which is very close to the Jaina doctrine of anekanta, 
viz., truth is like a many-faceted gem, having a manifold spark- 
ling appearance, each appearance having a completeness and 
coherence of its own. Using another Jaina imagery we can 
say that truth is like a huge mountain not all of whose parts 
can be grasped at once except by a ‘noetic synthesis’ or what 
the Jainas would call omniscience. Different views are in this 
way to be regarded as results of different view-points from 
which the total truth, that many-faceted gem, is or has been 
observed. 

Alternately, one can borrow the sceptical imagery of 
‘radical translation’ due to Quine, and can put the point as 
follows. Different religious systems enriched by diverse his- 
torical traditions are like different *translation-manuals'—all of 
them may be compatible with the totality of the religious be- 
haviour of man. As translation-manuals, diverse religious sys- 
tems are only ways of interpreting the religious experience of 
man as well as his religious yearnings and aspiration, and there 
may be no fact of the matter as regards which one is more 
true than others, as long as all or most of them match well 
with the total religious dispositions of man. 

This indeterminacy as regards the soundness or otherwise of 
religious doctrines, I argue, may help us to accept and ration- 
alize the fact that there is such a variety of religious faiths on 
the face of our globe, each claiming absolute monopoly over 
‘truth’. Late Professor Zaehner once said, “the variety of re- 
ligions is indeed a scandal and offence.» This will indeed 
seem to be so, unless we try to understand rationally the phe- 
nomenon of the variety of religious faith prevalent in different 
cultural units all over the world. What I have suggested above 
seems to me to be a very promising preface to the study of 
comparative religion. _ 

The premise that I have suggested here should be taken 
seriously as a prelude to our study. For this offers us a good 
Starting point in our discipline. It is, I argue, also implicitly 
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accepted by many good scholars of comparative religion. There 
are scholars who have firm faith in their own religion and at 
the same time are not bigoted. It is indeed striking to see that 
many scholars today, who firmly believe that their own reli- 
gion is unique in being based upon the (historical) revelation, 
are nevertheless willing to study, explore and understand with 
enough imaginative sympathy the religious doctrines of differ- 
ent traditions. It is the enlightened awareness of the Chris- 
tian/Catholic world today that interfaith dialogue is useful and 
that it is possible for a Catholic to be tolerant of other living 
faiths. That this is largely true, in spite of the odds being 
against it, not only lends support to my above argument for a 
*different" premise but also indicates that there is more to the 
concept of revelation itself than simply being an event which 
took place in the past when at Mount Sinai God made him- 
self known to Man and gave them the Law. 

Revelation did not directly teach intolerance. Moreover, 
from the time of Philo onwards, scriptural philosophers some- 
times interpreted revelation as ‘“‘progressive revelation". This 
meant “a continuous revealment of God to chosen individual 
human beings to make known to them the meaning of the re- 
vealed Law".? It is argued that although revelation was final 
and perfect, it was expressed through an imperfect medium, the 
human language. Therefore it was found feasible for man to 
continuously “discover not new truths but real meaning of the 
old truths" embedded in the final historical revelation. If such 
a conception of the Christian revelation is entertained then, I 
think, toleration does not become incompatible with it. This, 
then, makes it clear how study of comparative religion (or in- 
terfaith dialogue. if you like) is possible when we start from a 
slightly different premise—the premise that I have referred to 
a few paragraphs earlier. It 1s not necessary that the firmness 
oí one’s faith in one’s own religion has to be undermined if 
one wishes to develop empathetic understanding of another re- 
ligion. I believe that the tolerance that is obviously present 
in Jainism, Buddhism and some forms of Hinduism, is not due 
to any lack of absolute commitment to iheir received religious 
doctrines or indifference, but due to the awareness that the 
total truth or its meaning is a matter that is progressively 
discoverable. 
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8.5. RELIGION AND WORLD PEACE 


Our third question does not sound as much arrogant and 
extreme as the second. For silence is sometimes blissful. Be- 
sides, religious faith, it is true, has been a very divisive force 
on earth from the very primitive days of our civilization. There 
are many sad reasons for this very deplorable state of affairs, 
viz. violence and bloodshed and war in the name of religion. 
In 1978, there was an International Conference on Science, 
Religion and World Peace in Kyoto, Japan. This was held in 
the background of the memory of the atomic explosion in 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki. I was asked to present a paper on 
the theme that sounded quite paradoxical and puzzling to me: 
"Religion as a principle of integration of mankind". Religion 
has been the root cause of so much bloodshed in the history 
of mankind that I was baffled to consider it as a principle of 
integration or peace.22 


It is arguable that emphasis on religion could hardly give 
us unity and peace unless we all belong to one religion, which 
is impossible. For man has instinctual fear of the unfamiliar, 
of the strangers, just as a child cannot feel secure before a 
stranger. Anthropologists inform us. that in most tribal languages, 
the word for “man” denotes only members of that particular tribe. 
Therefore, anybody that lives on the other side of the valley is a 
stranger, and hence by definition sub-iiuman. The same idea is ex- 
panded to imply that anybody with a dilferent faith, different 
set of beliefs, customs and habits, must be a stranger and 
therefore an enemy. Therefore basically, there is very little 
difference between tribal fights and international wars. Religious 
beliefs has been one of the contributory factors, though, one 
may argue, not a major facto: these days. But can we really 
say so? Crises in the Middle Fast, in the Indian sub-con- 
tinent, in Northern lIreland— will all be evidence to the con- 
trary. 

What is meant above by saying “unless we all belong to 
one religion" ? It does not mean certainly that everybody 
should be converted into one religion, but rather that religion 
should be converted into something else. Since Mohammed 
cannot go to the mountain, we may conceive of the mountain 
coming to Mohammed. Thus, insiead of the universal con- 
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sion into one religion, one can plead for the conversion, 
.e. transformation of the notion of religion. A man is born 
:s an animal and it is only our humanistic education that helps 
him to grow up to be a man. Oui society's education is sup- 
posed to be a humanizing process so that the child can grow 
up to be a man, not a psychopath or a psychotic. Therefore 
it is conceivable that what we may call human religion will 
teach us to regard nobody as sub-human; it will teach us to 
discard the peculiar, infantile "'stranger-therefore-enemy" logic 
which unfortunately persists in human behaviour all over the 
world. This suggested conception of religion is admittedly very 
nebulous and impressionistic. 1t leaves out experience, God, 
-aysticism, original sin, ritual, eternal life, and a whole lot of 
other things, which are admittedly important. But the only 
point here is: one has to be first a MAN as opposed to a 
beast before one can go ahead in search of fulfilment or God, 
and the suggested notion of religion is only relevant to one's 
effort to rise from the level of animal to the level of man. For 
' the rest we remain open. Our third point argues for “non- 
talk" of religion in the context of world peace and unity and 
this can only be done, I think, at the expense of mutual trust 
in one another. 


8.60 CONCLUDING REMARKS 


So far I have only generated controversies. I wish to make 
‘some constructive suggestion now regarding the study of reli- 
gion in academic institutions in India. The study of religion 
in academic universities of India has jusi started. As in the 
case of many other concepts in our modern education, this is 
also an adaptation of a western concept. One can possibly 
Indianise it. My suggestions will be concerning the Indianiza- 
tion of the study of religion in academic institutions. 

In the Wesi there are, very broadly, two different ways by 
which the academic study of religion is approached. Following 
Ninian Smart I will call them, “doing Religion... and doing 
(e.g. Christian) Theology".?? 

By “doing Religion" is meant “the study of religion" and 
. this includes, among other things, types of enauiry such as 
‘prehistory, history, archaeology, sociology, and psychology. 
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‘Doing Religion’ in this sense is comparatively new while Theo- 
logy has a long history. An important component of both the 
study of Religion and Theolcgy is now being called the philo- 
sophy of religion. But all these have centred around, openly. 
as well as covertly, the Judaco-Christian tradition in general 
and Christianity in particular. This is sometimes done quite. 
unconsciously due to probably what Smart has called “the: 
secret identification of religion, in our Western culture, with the: 
Judaeo-Christian tradition”’.** Sometimes this is done more 
deliberately as a safeguard against the possible misunderstan- 
ding and misrepresentations, against the conceptual problems: 
and confusion of commitments. “his is certainly one-sided,. 
although in some cases it has been inescapable while in other 
cases it can even be justified. But for the philosophy of religion: 
this seems to have been a serious limitation. 


Now there are two models that we can follow : philosophy: 
of language and philosophy of science. For a philosopher of lan- 
guage, it may be argued that it is not essential, though it may be 
desirable, to know a lot of different, very “unlike”, languages. Phi- 
losophy of religion similarly may not demand knowledge of many 
religions. In doing philosophy of science, however, one needs to 
know a fair amount of science. Similarly, following this mo- 
del, one can say that philosophy of religion demands know- 
ledge of a fair amount of religion. But still the analogy is not 
clear. By “a fair amount of religion" do we mean ‘a number 
of religions’ ? or simply ‘a fair amount of his own religion’ ? 
If the second, then there is no demand to learn about other reli- 
gions. If the first, then to justifv the charge about the limitation 
of the study of the philosophy oí religion, I need to say more. 


In fact I prefer the first position and allow that it is not 
essential, though desirable, for a philosopher of religion to 
know a number of different religions besides his own. There is 
no need to force into the discipline of the philosophy of reli- 
gion a new concept, “philosophy of religion and religions”. 
Philosophy of religion can in its own right be based upon the 
philosophical study of the Christian concepts and beliefs. As 
W. P. Alston has argued,” 


“Fruitful thinking about religious problems arises not from 
idle curiosity about the religions of the world or from the 
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attempt to “choose a religion", like shopping for a refri-- 
gerator, but from a vital concern for some religion with 
which the thinker feels a necessity to come to terms.” 


This position seems impregnable. But the only difficulty, it 
seems to me, is that it then becomes, as it has been recently, 
very similar to old Theology, and it is better to see it in that 
Wav. 


We have therefore two extreme situations: comparative 
religion is treated, if it is seriously treated at all, as an exercise 
in comparative mythology, i.e. mythology of non-Christian re- 
ligions. And philosophy of religion being primarily concerned 
with the chief topic of Christianity, viz., the problem of evil, 
is the modern partial version of old theology, although it has 
taken the ‘linguistic turn’ and deals with the language (and 
meaning) of religion. I think knowledge and understanding 
of other religions or religious traditions distinctly different from 
one's own can certainly make a new contribution here. It can 
generate, among other things, discussions on, and insights into, 
the broader problems of religious knowledge and the goals of 
religion. And this, in turn, can certainly enrich what we may 
still call without hesitation and perhaps with more justification, 
the philosophy of religion. 


To come back to Indian situation : If religion is to be studied 
as an academic subject in Indian universities, it is better not 
to duplicate the Western situation in this case, but to strike a 
new course. Fortunately in Indian religions the belief in the 
existence of a supreme deity, God, was not so central as it was 
in Christianity and Islam. Therefore theology, even in an ex- 
tended sense, need not be the ali-pervasive concern in the study 
of religion, although it certainly could be part of it. The study 
of Indian religions today should obviously include not only 
Hinduism and Buddhism but also Islam and Christianity. So 
let there be a comparative study of all religions without preju- 
dice to any. Let there be objectivity as much as it is allowed 
to us, human beings, an objectivity that will meet also the 
rigorous demands of scholarship. The study of religions can 
be a humanistic study—a study that helps us so much in under- 
‘Standing art, poetry, literature, mythology, history and archi- 
tecture in each of which man's religion has founds its expres- 
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sion. And comparative religion can be done objectively and 
developed into intercultural understanding, though not neces- 
sarily into inter-faith dialogue for reasons already indicated. 
‘Comparative religion’ unofficially means something else in the 
Western countries. But we can choose the literal meaning and 
make it ‘a study of each in the context of alP—(W. C. Smith). 

With such a study of comparative religion as the basis we 
can develop the philosophy of religion having a character dis- 
tinct from the current western philosophy of religion yet com- 
plementary to it. Let me call it the Indian philosophy of reli- 
gion for its concerns will not be identical with those of the 
West. In the course of these lectures 1 have outlined some 
of these concerns that may be characterised as particularly 
Indian. India has a long tradition of scepticism— a point that 
is seldom realized today—and this scepticism often culminated 
in mysticism. This subject is worth exploring further. Philo- 
sophers, while developing Índian philosophy of religion, should 
be able to take a stance, for professional purposes, of philoso- 
phical neutrality. This seems to be the required distinction be- 
tween the theological examination of the religious beliefs and 
the philosophical examination of them. Another engaging 
theme in our Indian philosophy of religion would be the con- 
cept of duhkha ‘suffering’ and escape or freedom from it. All 
religions of Indian origin agree about the persistence of 'suffer- 
ing or duhkha through different births and the very complex 
relationship that our karma mechanism is supposed to hold with 
‘suffering’. All these beliefs can be examined against a rational 
background and some sociological, historical and political expla- 
nation can be suggested. Indian philosophers of religion 
should also deal with the concept of dharma and morality, with 
how, if at all, morality is compatible with such non-theistic sys- 
tems as Buddhism and Jainism, what is the distinction between 
atheism and what I call ‘non-theism’ of Buddhism and Jainism, 
and how it is possible to justify a religion without a supreme 
all-powerful being and so on. 

Arthur Koestler said, “(The West's) attitude to Asia was 
either that of the conqueror armed with his gun-and-gospel truth, 
or that of the pilgrim in sackcloth and ashes, anxious to pros- 
trate himself at the guru's feei."" Both are equally dangerous 
and threatening as far as I can see, and what I am trying to 


Religion and the Study of Comparative Religion 173- 


ay here is that we need not be caught between these two 
streams. Or, to change the imagery, we should let the window 
open to let the Western wind gently come in to blow the cob- 
webs away and to mix with the stuffy air of our room so that 
it gets a new life, but we need not be thereby, to use a jargon 
that Mahatma Gandhi used, “be swept off our feet.” 
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ERRATA 


INCORRECT 
Ajivikism 
Varient 
Sri 
bramana 
not 
sramanas 
Sriharsa 
bramanas 
has its own 
Empicicus 
evaluateion 
Vhartrhari 
oddity of 
Dinnage 
be some 
least 
paryadasa 
Aristotle 
Russel 
Samkhya 
same seed 
not need 


CORRECT 
Ajivikism 
Variant 

‘Sri 
brahmana 

nor 
$ramanas 
Sriharsa 
bráhmanas 
has on its 
Empiricus 
evaluation 
Bhartrhari 
oddity or 
Dinnaga 
by some 
at least 
paryudása 
Aristotle 
Russell 
Samkhya 
same 
need not 


